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. National Child ·Support Enforcement Association 
444 North Capitol Street, Suite 414 
Washington, DC 20001-1~12 

(202) 624-8180 "7 
(202) 624-8828: FAX 

~ 


To: Andrea Kane 1125/99 10:50:06 456-7431 

From: NCSEA At: NCSEA 

Pages:9 URGENT IV-D BULLETIN 

I 

Andrea -- Here is the current NCSEAagenda from Kelly. Thank 
you f~r your message about a speaker. Kelly looks forward to 
talking to you Monday afternoon. Thanks• 

.. . . ". 
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The National Child Support Enforcement, Association 

Policy Forum 
February 1, 1999 ". Washington, D.C. 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1,1999 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS FOR WHOLE DAY: 	 ROBERT DOAR, 518-474-1078 
DARRYL GRUBBS, 512-437-6161 
KATHY KERR, 603-271-4872 

7:00 a.m. - 8:30 a.m. 	 Registration and Continental Breakfast 

8:30 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. WELCOME 
Casey Hoffinan, President 
Judge Ross, OCSE 

9:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m. 	 Plenary Session: Federal Policy and Legislative Overview 

Representatives from Congress and the Clinton Administration explain and discuss important child support 
policy issues facing the new 106th Congress. Topics include the future of child support enforcement 
funding, fatherhood initiatives, child support and self sufficiency, confidentiality of child support data, 
Year 2000 systems requirements, state disbursement unit implementation, and non-IV-D child support 
enforcement. 

MODERATOR: 	 Wayne Doss, Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office 
SPEAKERS: 	 Nick Gwyn, House Ways and Means Committee Minority Staff 

Ron Haskins, House Ways and Means Cominittee Majority Staff 
Eileen Hatten, Professional Staff, Senator Kohl, Wisconsin 
John Monahan, fIRS! ACF 
Alec Vachon, Senate Finance Majority Staff 

10:30 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. 	 Refreshment Break 

11:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m. Plenary Session: Family Self-Sufficiency in the 
Post Welfare..,Reform Environment 

Leading experts discu ..s the impact that child support. and "welfare reform" program .. are having to help 
both custodial parents and noncustodial parents achieve self sufficiency. The findings and conclusions of 
the GAO's August, 1998 report on the impact of child support on families leaving welfare will serve as the \t 
focal point for this discussion. Has child support enforcement made a significant difference in achieving 
self-sufficiency for those facing the end of welfare benefits? Can child support enforcement programs do 
more to help these individuals and, if so, how? 

MODERATOR: 	 Darryll Grubbs, Child Support Enforcement, Inc. 
SPEAKERS: 	 Jason Turner, Commissioner, Human Resources Administration, NYC 

Susan Golonka, National Governors' Association· 
Kevin Kumanga, General Accounting Office 
Ginger Knox, Senior Research Associate, MDRC 
Lynda Crandall, Director, Financial Assistance & Child Support, 

Michigan Family Independence Agency 

D\Data\Conference, regionaJ\99 Midyear\AGENDA CURRENT.doc 	 Rev 1/25199 
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12:30p.m. - 2:00 p.m. 	 Luncheon 

2:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. 	 Plenary: "The Changing View of the Role of Fathers" 

Results are coming in from a variety of efforts to focus on fathers involvement in the family. What do the 
experts and policy makers predict for future efforts to effectively fund and provide services for both 
parents. Discussion will focus on initiatives that have been effective in establishing' and maintaining 
financial and emotional commitments by fathers toward their children. 

MODERATOR; Robclt Doar, New York Statc Child SUppOit Difc~tor 


SPEAKERS: White House Domestic Policy Council (or other 

Administration Representative) 

Ron Mincy, The Ford Foundation 
Wade Hom, National Fatherhood Initiative 
Laura Kadwell, Minnesota Child Support Director 
1\1ark Shriver, Delegate, Maryland House of Delegates 

3:30 p.m. 4:00 p.m. 	 Refreshment Break 

4:00 p.m. - 5:30 p.m. 	 Plenary: "The Future of Funding for Child Support Enforcement" 

Child support funding is once again on the table with congressional Republicans, Democrats and the 
Administration discussing changes. This time the threat is real. Panelists representing legislative and 
child support program perspectives at the federal, state and local levels will react to findings from the 
OCSE Child Support Financing Task Force funding alternatives study. Discuss strategies to ensure 
continued funding for child support efforts. 

MODERATOR: 	 Kathy Kerr, New Hampshire Child Support Director 
SPEAKERS: 	 Jeff Cohen, Vermont Child Support Director 


Doug Steiger, Minority Staff, Senate Finance Committee 

Mike Fishman, Vice President, The Lewin Group 

The Honorable Joan Lawrence, Representative, Columbus, Ohio 


5:30 PM -7:00 PM 	 Reception 

D:\Data\Conference. regional\99 Midyear\AGENDA CURRENT.doc 	 Rev 1125199 
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The National Child Support Enforcement Association 

Forging a Better Future for Families: 

A Framework for Collaboration 


February 2-3,1999 Washington, D.C. 1< 

AGENDA 
8:00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. 	 Registration and Continental Breakfast 

9:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m. PLENARY SESSION 
Core Child Support Enforcement Function and Community 
Collaboration: Wbat's the impact on the Bottom Line? 
"The Indianapolis Story" 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232 
WAYNE DOSS, 323-889-3400 

The core functions of the child support enforcement agency include paternity and order establishment, 
collecting support and increasing and obtaining medical coverage for children. How can collaboration 
with public and private entities enhance core performance? Given the ways in which the child support 
program is evaluated and funded, how can we forge partnerships that help us serve families better ... without 
diverting scarce resources from our core child support enforcement functions? 

MODERATOR: Inna Ncal, Exccutive Vicc Prcsidcnt, SCIVice Design Associates 
SPEAKERS: The Honorable Steve Goldsmith, Mayor of Indianapolis 

Willis Bright, The Funding Stream - Invited 
. Virginia Cain, Health & Hospital Corporation ofTndianapolis - Tnvited 
The Honorable Scott Newman, Marion County Prosecutor 

10:30 -11:00 a.m. 	 Break 

11:00 am -12:30 p.m. 	 PLENARY SESSION 
Understanding Your Community: Leave No Stone Unturned 

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: ANN BARKLEY, 202-260-4697 
Community contacts can be powerful allies for a program looking to improve performance while 
conseIVing scarce program resources. Come learn how to inventory your community to identifY agencies, 
organizations, and individuals who provide services to families? Find.out how to tap into funding streams 
and to contact programs that serve custodial and noncustodial parents. 

MODERATOR: Barb Saunder~, Acting Chief, Ohio DHS/CSE 
SPEAKERS: Dr. Ronald 1':. Christian, Director, Lutheran Social Service of Northern VA 

Jeffery M. Johnson, Ph.d, Nl1tion111 Cente~ for.StJ:l1tegic. Nonpro.fI1............. _ . _ ............ 
Planning & Community Leadership, Washington, DC 

Margaret Washintizer, Director, Division ·of State Assistance, 
Office ofCommunity Services 

Sue Bailey, Past President, NCSEA, Tenino, Washington 

D:\Oata\Conference, regional\99 MidyeaMGENDA CURRENT.doc 	 Rev 1/25/99 
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12:30 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. LUNCH DISCUSSIONS 

Come join one of the following discussions and the" brown bag" lunch is on us: 

Lunch Discussion A: Leveraging Resources in Y our Own Community 

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: CATHY BAYSE, 317-955-1620 
Collaborate with your colleagues on ways to expand and improve upon your local outreach efforts. By 
reaching into the child support and other communities present, you can share your "best practices" and 
learn about successful initiatives that selVe families in other states. 

( 

Lunch Discussion B: Communicating the Child Support Message to Congress 

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: DARRYL GRUBBS, 512-437-6161 
Join NCSEA staff and Board Members to learn the "Do's and Don'ts" of conducting successful meetings 
with your Memhers of Congress and their staff. We have set aside Wednesday afternoon to encourage you 
to educate your delegation about child support. NCSEA's Director of Government Relations ;;md Board 
members skilled in "lobbying" will walk participants through how to get your Congressional delegation to 
hear and understand you. 

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. CONCURRENT WORKSHOPS 

Promoting Self-Sufficiency for Parents, Part I (policy Focus) 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232 
WAYNE DOSS, 323~889-3400 

Welfare reform and subsequent legislation focus on creating employment for both parents -- custodial 
parents whose benefits are "running out" due to time limits and noncustodial parents whose ability to pay 
child support hinges on obtaining a job. How successful has the\ "Work First" approach been in keeping 
custodial parents off welfare? How can government policies in other programs such as Medicaid, tax 
credits, child care and food stamps best supplement parents' income from eamings? How can we target our 
efforts on the job front to optimize parental participation in the workforce and thereby enhance family self
sufficiency? 

SPEAKERS: Wt:ndt:ll Primus, Ct:ntt:r on Budgt:l and PolkyPriorilit:s, Washington, DC 
Rich Hobbie, Interstate Conference of Employment Securities Agencies, 

Washington, DC 

D\Data\Conference, regional\99 Midyear\AGENDA CURRENT.doc Rev 1125199 



NCSEA 	 1/25/9910:54:40 

NCSEA Policy Forum and Conference Agenda 
Page 5 

Medical Support: Effective Partnerships for Healthy Kid's 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232 
KELLY THOMPSON, 202-624-8180 

Medical support enforcement has the potential to provide many benefits-from private health care 
coverage to children to decreasing state and federal agency spending on public health care-if an 
effective, efficient process is devised to replace today's cumbersome enforcement methods. ,The 1998 
federal legislative session brought heightened scrutiny to medical support .. Congress elevated its 
importance by mandating recommendations for a new incentive measure, the formation of a work group on 
IV-D and employers' roles and enforcement ptoeedures, and renewed pressure to reform child support 
fnnrling. How can chilrl snpport. agencies .c;treamline employer relationships anrl coorrlinate effort.c; with 
Medicaid agencies and the new Title XXI Child Health Insurance Program (CHJP) to ensure parental 
responsibility for health care coverage? 

MODERATOR: Ruth Bell Clark, Service Design Associates 
SPEAKERS: Lee Sapienza, NY State Office of Child Support 

Mary Fontaine, Director, Benefit Coordination Recovery Unit, 
Massachusetts Division of Medical Assistance 

Gaye McQueen, Washington State Medical Support Enforcement Officer 
Paul Legler, OCSE, Washington, DC 

Maintaining the Message, Changing the Messenger: 
Establish Paternity through Community Networking 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: RUTH CLARK, 617-338-3098 
MARY SMITH, 501-682-6828 

\Velfare reform set ambitious goals for paternity establislm1.ent, a core function of the child support 
enforcement program. How can we draw on (and improve upon) our expe~ience with in-hospital paternity 
acknowledgment in our work with other entities to inform parents about the vital importance of 
establishing paternity? How can multiple partnerships with governmental agencies, schools, Head Start 
and faith-based organizations forge a network for communicating our message while conserving scarce 
resources? 

SPEAKERS: 	 Lois Rakov, Manager, Hospital & Paternity, Illinois Child Support Division 
Reba Danastorg, Executive Director, Joseph's Place, Massachusetts 

3:00 p.m. 3:30 p.m. 	 Break 

D:\Data\Conference, regional\99 Midyear\AGENDA CURRENT. doc 	 Rev ,1125199 
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3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. 	 CONCURRENT WORKSHOPS 

Promoting Self-Sufficiency for Parents, Par(U: Family Matters... 

Strengthening the Presence of Fathers in Low Income Families 


WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232 
WAYNE DOSS, 323-889-3400 

Employment enables noncustodial parents to support their children and reduces custodial parents' 
dependence on public assistance, especially when supplemented by regular receipt of support. How can 
the child support enforcement agency coordinate its efforts with community based agencies and other 
public and private partners? This workshop will highlight the collaborative strategies that really work 
when it comes to funding jobs for both parents. 

1\ 

MODERATOR: Uriel Johnson, National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning and 
Community Leadership, Washington, DC 

SPEAKERS: Judie Barr, Executive Director, Chester County Housing Development Corp, 
Pennsylvania 

Lauren Atwell-Douglas, Deputy Director, Support SeIVices, Housing Authority 
. of the County of Chester, Pennsylvania 

Joseph Waters, Director of the Chester County Domestic Relations Office, 
Penn9ylvania 

Developing a Father Friendly Environment in Child Support 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: CATHY BAYSE, 317-955-1620 
MARILYN RAY SMITH, 617-577-7200 X30654 

The verdict is in: Fathers who are actively involved in the lives of their children are more likely to provide 
the financial support their children need and deseIVe. How can the child support enforcement agency work 
with mediators, access and visitation programs, and parenting education initiatives to help fathers avail 
themselves of these seIVices? How can we educate these seIVice providers about the importance of 
establishing paternity and child support arid thereby, enlist their help in meeting our child support 
goals? 

MODERATOR: 	 Marilyn Ray Smith, Chief Legal Council, Massachusetts DORJCSE 
SPEAKERS: 	 Robert Straus, The Meeting Place, SupeIVised Child Access, Massachusetts 

John Owens, Marion County Prosecutor's Office, Indiana 
Anthony Williams, Young Fathers/Responsible Fathers Program, Maryland 

D:\Data\Conference, regional\99 M idyear\AGENDA CURRENT. doc 	 Rev 1/25/99 
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Access and Visitation 

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: RUTH CLARK, 617-338-3098 
JIM HENNESSEY, 515-281-5767 

We know we need to foster the development oftwo parent interaction with children, but how do we do it? 
What is the best recourse in difficult situations, such as when there is strong resistance or a threat of 
domestic violence. What creative techniques are states and localities using to foster parental relationships, 
especially now thai. rederal money is availahle' fllr new experimental.ion in pilot project'> lilr child support 
to act as a conduit to foster opportunities for parents to have access and visitation without sacrificing 
safety? 

SPEAKERS: Maureen Sheeran, National Council of Juvenile 
and Family Court Judges 

David Manville, Supervisor, Family Counseling Unit, Detroit, MI 
Linda Cavallero, University of Massachusetts, Psychiatry 

Wednesday, February 3, 1999 

7:00 a.m. - 8:00 a.m. Continental Breakfast 
! 

8:00 a.m. - 9: 15 a.m. PLENARY 
Leveraging Resources 

WORKSHOP r.OORDTNATOR: W AVNF, DOSS, 323-RR9-3400 
Collaboration sounds wonderful, but who is going to actually do it with limited resources and skeptical 
state legislatures? Are there helpful suggestions from our sister public agencies and faith-based 
organizations? What states are maximizing funding? 

MODERATOR: Cathy Bayse, Vice President, Service Design Associates, Indiana 
SPEAKERS: Dianna Durham-McLoud, First Vice-President, NPCL, Illinois 

Zina Jacque, Assistant Chaplain, Bentley College, Massachusetts 
.,-bor~nz(fHariiso'ti:!Administrator, Office of Job Training Programs, US 

. Depal)men(ofLabor, Washington, DC 
~.-, . .. -,,

9: 15 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. Break 

D:\Data\Conference. regional\99 Midyear\AGENDA CURRENT.doc Rev 1125199 
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9:30 a.m. 	 11:00 a.m. PLENARY 

"What Are the Models for Collaboration? 


WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: 	 MARY ANN NORE, 419-774-5700 

YVETTE RIDDICK, 202-401-5330 

LESLIE FRYE, 916-654-1556 


Come listen to experienced collaborators with proven practical methods for bringing key community 
agencies together with targeted service recipients. Develop a checklist to take back to your community 
and put into practice a collaboration strategy that works. 

MODERATOR: Nancy Crawford, President, Eastern Regional Interstate 

Child Support Association 


SPEAKERS: Charlene Meeks, National Center for Strategic Non-profit Planning 

and Community Leadership, Washington, DC 

Lee Sapienza, New York State OCSE 
Sister Margaret Leonard, Project Hope, Massachusetts 

11:00 a.m. - 11: 15 a.m. 	 Break 

11:15 a.m. -12:30 p.m. 	 J;>LENARY 

Child Support Dollars Mean More than Just Collections: 

You Get A LOT MORE Than What You Pay For! 


WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: 	 JIM HENNESSEY, 515-281-5767 
CAROL LUTTRELL, 617-577-7200 X30452 

Congress is interested in cost avoidance information. What data have been collected so far? Have savings 
been demonstrated? Are we doing a good job? Are collaborative efforts helping to avoid wasted dollars? 
We will take a look at this from a local and national perspective. 

MODERATOR: 	 Jeff Cohen, IV·D Director, Vermont Office of Child Support 
SPEAKERS: 	 Burt Barnow, Johns Hopkins University 


Carol Ann Luttrell, Director of Research, Massachusetts DORlCSE 

Carl Formoso, Research & Development Manager, Washington ~tate 


Division of Child Support 
Brian Laatsch, Program Planner, IA DRS, Bureau of Collection 

O:\Oata\Conference. regional\99 Midyear\AGENOA CURRENT.doc 	 Rev 1/25/99 
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November 17, 1998 

STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED 

1. Alaska 

2. California 

3. D.C. 

4. Illinois 

5. Indiana 

6. Kansas 

7. Maryland 

8. Michigan 

9. N. Dakota 

10. Nebraska 

11. Nevada 

12. New Mexico'" 

13. Ohio 

14. Oregon'" 

15. Pennsylvania 

16. S. Carolina 

17. Virgin Islands 

... System has been reviewed and is ready to be certified. Report and certification letter are being 
prepared. 
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November 17, 1998 

STATES WHOSE CmLD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED " 

Certifiable - Report/Letter in Progress 

New Mexico 

Oregon 


Review Results being Analyzed 

Alaska 
D.C. 

Illinois 

Maryland 


Certifiable in 3 to 6 Months 

Pennsylvania 

Virgin Islands 


,". . .' . . ' : . . 

Requested Alternative System Penalty . 

Kansas 
N. Dakota 

Nebraska 


None of the Above 

California 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Nevada 

Ohio 

S. Carolina 
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STATES MISSING THE DEADLINE - STATUS AND PENALTY 

Region 1 
No States affected. 	 . '. 

Region 2 

Virgin Islands 

ACF conducted a functional review in March 1997 and issued a report identifying 
deficiencies in August 1997. A recently conducted Technical Assistance visit (November 
1998) found that most of these deficiencies have not been corrected. They CQuid be . 
corrected within 6 months if the Territory and their contractor (NSI) can resolve 

.differences and serious lack of project staffing on the Territories part are resolved. The . 
. VI will probably ask for the alternative penalty, though we have not been formally 
. notifiedto date. State has received their NOI letter. 

Region 3 

Pennsylvania 

PACSES is implemented in 65 ofPennsylvania's 67 counties. We expect them to be 
statewide by February 1999.. We conducted a Level I Certification Review in September 
1997, and shared our draft findings with the Commonwealth. In response to our draft 
findings, PA has corrected their distribution module. We will issue our final report when 
we receive the revised testdeck results, which if correct will allow them a conditional 
Level I, certification. PA should ask for and receive a Level II certification review in 

.	February or March 1999. PA has not requested an alternative penalty, and we do not 

know their thinking on this subject yet. State has receIved their NOI letter. 


District of Columbia 

DCCSES was implemented citywide in March 1998. We conducted a Level II 
Certification Review in September 1998. We have not yet received their testdeck 
results. The review team noted a number-of problems during the reView, the most 
serious being what appeared to be serious data integrity issues. The Baltimore Area 
Audit Office will be sampling the DCCSES database to determine the severity of the data 
integrity deficiencies. The status of the testdeck findings is unknown at this time. 
DC will not be certified as a result of this review. DC has not yet requested an 
alternative penalty nor informed us as to whether they intend to do so. However, it 
shoLild be noted that they have a new IV-D Director. State has received their NOI letter.. 
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Maryland 

CSES was implemented statewide in March 1998. The State was last reviewed with a 
level II Certification Review in August 1998, and we have shared our draft testdeck 
findings with the State. In response to those draft findings, MD is making modifications 
to their distribution module. We will issue our final report when we receive the revised 
testdeck results. Maryland will receive a conditional level II certification if the revised 
testdeck results are correct, which is expected sometime before January 1999. 
The State has not requested an alternative penalty. State ',has received their NOI letter. 

-Region 4 

South Carolina 

South Carolina is currently in the process of an independent validation and verification 
(IV&V) effort being conducted by KPMG. This process sta,rted in May 1998 and is ' 
-scheduled for completion during the quarter ending March 31, 1999. A limited 
functional review was conducted June 10·13, 1997, with limited financial functionality 
available (as the distribution test deck was not run,) and no local office was visited. 
Any plan to complete the system will depend upon the results and recommendations of 
the IV&V effort. To date they have not requested a "Penalty" process but have 
requested a meeting with OCSE to discuss that and other system development issues to 
be held in mid to late November. ,State has received their NOI letter. 

Region 5 ' 

Illinois 

Illinois'system is operational statewide (approximately 5% of cases still to be 

converted). A Certification review was conducted during the week of September 21, 


- 1998 with a follow·on site visit the week of November 16, 1998. -A report of that review 
is currently being written. There is a possibility they will be certified with some major 
conditions. If not certified based on the last review, we would expect IllinoiS would 
probably meet all requirements within si~ months. If a, penalty is necessary state will 
probably requeSt the alternative penalty, though they are currently awaiting outcome of 
certification review result. State has received their NOtletter. 

Indiana 

Indiana's "ISETS" is now fully implemented in 37 of the State's 92 counties (Prosecuting 
Attorney's [PAl and Clerks of Court [CoCD and in some manner of operation in 83 PA's 
offices. An additional 10 CoC will be added by December 10, 1998. A total of 81 toc 
have committed to use ISETS. Five of th~ remaining CoC are expected to commit with 
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six still inquestien. All but 2 ef the remaining 9 PA effices,have expressed a willingness 
to. implement ISETS. The two. heldeuts are Switzerland and Ohio. Counties where the 
clerks are unwilling to. jein and the PAs ~re united with the Clerks. These two. ceunties 
cembined have less than 500 cases. The State is expected to. request a waiver from the 
requirement fer a statewide CSES under previsiens ef HR3130. Marien Ceunty 
(Indianapelis) is asking fer this as well, and will assist inthe preparatien ef the waiver 
request. The Marien Ceunty PA effice plans to. transfer the Cennecticut system if the 
waiver request is granted. The Marien Ceunty Clerk is reperted to. have agreed to. use 
the PA's system. The ISETS system was last reviewed in a September 1995, Level I 
Review that feund the State did net meet the certificatien requirements. The system is 
net expected to. pregress further until the State determines its success at appreval ef an 
exemptien frem the SDU requirement (to. which it appears to. have pinned all their hepe 
- but which we may well disappreve.) Due to. this uncertainty, it's impessible to. predict 
what the state will next de. State will prebably request an alternative penalty, theugh 
this has net yet been cemmunicated fermally to. OCSE•. State has received their NOI 
letter. ' 

Michigan 

65 ef 83 Michigan ceunties are currently eperatienal en MICSES, with the 66th in two. 
weeks. Hewever, these ceunties represent less than 30% ef caselead en jVlICSES. 
Plans are nearing cempletien fer Wayne Ceunty [Detreit] to. begin cenversien to. . 
MICSES. ,Three ether large ceunties are still undecided regarding cheice ef alternative 
systems or using MICSES altheugh all are likely to. use MicsES.. Three small ceunties 
plan to. use .alternative systems. Fermal request frem State net expected en any ef this 
until semetime in 1999. State dees net plan to. be fully eperatienal and cempliant until 
September 2000. A certification review (Level I) was cenducted in August 1998 with 
the repert currently being written. It appears that several FSA-88 requirements rem;:;in 
unmet and that limited pregress on functienality has been made since eur last review in 
1995. The State dees net expect 'to. be fully eperatienal and cempliant until September 
ef 2000 at the earliest. Otherwise itappears that the State is near to. selutien en the 
numereus pelitical challenges presented and sheuld be able to. meve ahead to. 
successfully cemplete the system, albeit 3 years late. State has net made a fermal 
decisien to. date but will prebably request the alternative, penalty. State has received 
their NOI letter .. 

Ohio 

Ohie's "SETS" system is currently. eperatienal en a small scale in all Ohio. ceunties. 
Appreximately 30 co.unties (representing 10% efthe caselead) are fully eperatienal en 
SETS. Hewever, enly ene county is currently using the IV-A/IV-D interface. State plans 
to. have full statewide eperatien by Octeber ef 1999. ACF cenducted a September 
1998 Certificatien review that feund, aside frem a lack of statewide eperatien, majer 
functiens including EFT/EDI, billing, Federal/State Intercept and the CSENet interface 
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,are not operational. The State continues to pursue implementation of SETS and will 

eventually be successful, though it is unlikely they will meet their own completion date 

of October 1999. Ohio has not made a formal decision to date but is expected to 

request the alternative penalty. State has received their NOI letter. 


Region 6 
No States Affected. 

Region 7 

Kansas 
,; 

Kansas' is uncertified and their current status is that they ~re essentially starting over 
after a reassessment of the project in March 1998. Their most recent review was'a 

. Level II certification review conducted February 9-12, 1998 which they failed. Their 
prognosis is for the system to be operational statewide by September 1999. The 
project is under the careful scrutiny by all branches of State government as a result of 
Kansas Senate Bill 5 passed earlier this year (establishing a legislative-branch syStems 
oversight board). They have a contract in place for the project, which is in order, 
although they failed to seek prior approval on task orders for work that has been done 

, since April of 1998. The State has applied for the alternative penalty. The corrective 
compliance plan has been submitted and is under review. State has received their NOI 
letter. . 

Nebraska 
. . .' 	 . 

,	Nebraska is uncertified and their current status, as a judicially oriented program, is that ' 
they were pursuing an alternative system configuration, ;for which they do not yet have 

, a waiver. However, as of an October 1998 letter to ACF, the State has decided to 
instead incorporate most court. distribution functions into State's CHARTS (IV-D) 
system. The system has a lot of potential, though their major problem is that IV-O 
financial distribution is conducted in a variety of systems (State system, court systems, , 
and county systems). The system is neither statewide nor operational. Their most 
recent review was a Level II certification conducted March 2-6, 1998 (with the financial 
management review of the system, incluci~.the test deck results, conducted June 29
31, 1998.) Th-e-review found that the State passed the:test deck with a fair amount of ' 
difficulty due to the business practices of the State (ties into the alternative system 
configuration.) In addition, the prognosis for Nebraska is that they have requested the 
alternative penalty (dated Oct. 10th

) and requested a meeting to discuss the correctivE 
compliance plan (planned for Dec. 7th

). A recent APDU submission is under review. 
However, it appears to be incomplete and cannot be used as a corrective compliance 
plan. Nebraska's NOI letter was sent in November, 19~8. 
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Region 8 , 

'. North Dakota 
, .'~ 

.. . . 

North Dakota will not complete their system until September 30, 1999. A technical 
assistance visit was conducted on January 21-22, 1998. The review team used the full 
Certification Questionnaire as a basis for the review. This was like a Level I visit but we 

. did not call it that. The reviewpinpointed the functional areas, which were still lacking 
.in FACSES. Our findings mirrored the State's own assessment of where they stood 
functionally. There were no surprises to the State when we itemized the deficiencies 
during the Exit Conference. North Dakota is aiming to finish FACSES by the next 

. deadline: September 31, 1999. The State submitted a letter on September 30, 1998 
requesting that the State be subject to the alternative system penalty in lieu of State 
Plan disapproval. Per discussion with State, this letter will be followed up with an APDU 
detailing how, by when, and at what cost the State will achieve compliance with CSE 
system requirements. That APDU has not yet been received. State has received.their 
NOI letter. 

Region 9 

California 


Statewide Automated Child Support System (SACSS) terminated their FSA-88 project in 
November 1997 as a failure. They are currently in the Planning Phase of a new project 
called - California Child Support Automation (CCSA) Project. The State received Federal' 
approval of their Planning APD on July 98 for this new project. Emergency funding for 
M&O for the existing automated counties was approved in August 1998 as part of an 
Emergency APD request, the actual APD for which is due NovelTlber 27, 1998. In 

. addition, the State has a full-blown Implementation APD due to ACF in January 1998. 

It is anticipated that the State will. (but has not yet done so) request the alternative 

penalty provisions. State has received their NOI letter. 


Nevada 

The State's \\Nevada Operations of Multi-Automated Data Systems (NOMADS)" project is 
sorely behind s_chedule.An ImplementatiollJ'roject Technical Assistance/Functional 

..Review of NOMADS was conducted in September 1997. :The review found problems in 
the case management and financial management' (distribution) functions that precluded 

.' certification. These problems have not yet been resolved. A follow-up Assessment 
review to determine the 'need for an IV&V contractor is scheduled for November 17-18, 
1998. The State's last approved APDU was submitted in April 1998•. The State has 
informed OCSE that it will pursue the alternative penalty. State has received their NOI . 

. letter. 

http:s_chedule.An
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"Region 10 

Alaska 

, , 

Alaska's system is currently implemented statewide, and hc;lS been since March 1998. A 
Level II certification review was conducted the week of September 14. During the 
review, we identified a number 'of deficiencies, some of which cast concern on the 
system's certifiability (UCI not fully automated, Interstate timeframes and CSENet not 
yet implemented. and FPLS and Credit Bureau interfaces still in testing) and other 
deficiencies which appeared to operational issues such as: ;User "WorkJists" (Morning 
Mail) was turned off, and Guideline Calculations funCtionality not being 'used. We are 
currently planning to issue the report to the State as a draft and conduct a follow-up 

, review to evaluate the progress and make a final decision•.,This is necessary because 
the number of deficiendes identified during the review. The State has decided to make, 
,no decision on a penalty until they are informed of our decision regarding certification. . 
State has received their NOI letter. 

" 

" ' 

"" " 
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November 17,1998 ! 

STATES WHOSE CIDLD SUPPORT SY:STEMS 

ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED 


Certifiable - ReportlLetter in Progress 

New Mexico 

Oregon 


Review Results being Analyzed 

Alaska 
D.C. 

Illinois 

Maryland 


Certifiable in 3 to 6 Months 

Pennsylvania 

Virgin Islands 


Requested Alternative System Penalty's r*'JJ:;;. ~, 
Kansas 
N. Dakota 

Nebraska 


None of the Above 

California 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Nevada 

Ohio 

S. Carolina 



.:;; .... 

i 
I 

. I 
November 17,1998: 

i 
I 

I
STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

'. ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED:' 

1. Alaska 

2. California 
.,' 

3. D.C. '. 
f 

4. Illinois 

5 . Indiana 

. . 6. Kansas 

'7. Maryland 
' . ~ .. 

8 .. Michigan 

9. N. Dakota 

10. Nebraska 
i : 

I11. Nevada ., 

,.12. New Mexico· 

13. Ohio 

.14. Oregon· 

15. Pennsylvania 

- --. 
16~ S. Carolina 

; .. 

, 17. Virgin Islands 

... System has been reviewed and is ready to be certified. Report and certification letter are be~ng 
prepared. I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

/ 

iCALIFORNIA CSE SYSTEM UPDATE I 

INTERIM APPROACH 

Emergency Request to Upgrade 16 County 
Systems 

OCSE Approved 4 Systems 

Chosen byCA 

• 	 Y2K Compliant 
• Meet PRWORA Requirements 

NOT a Statewide System 

State Owes OCSE a "Formal Request" by 
November 27 

STATEWIDE SYSTEM 	 I 
I 
I 

Approval of Funding under Planning 
Advance Plarining Document (P APD) 
pending signature 

i 

Plan ("Implementation Advance Planning/ 
Document - IAPD") due late January 

!
I 

Expect CA to propose alternative systemi 

configuration with 4 county-based conscirtia 
, 	 I 

linked to a State SDU/SCR 

IAPD must contain: 

• 	 Analysis ofAlternatives 
• 	 Cost Estimates 

• , Proposed System 
• . Single Statewide System 

I 

OCSE decision will take at least 6d days 
I 
{ 

Other factors: 

I 
• 	 State legislation requires Steering 

Committee to direct a study fo determine 
a "long-term solution" for CA CSE 
system - HHS is member ;' 

I 
• 	 Opportunities Created by Election and 

I 

LA Times Series on LA CSE program 
I 

I 

I
/ 

I 

I 


i 
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STATES MISSING THE DEADLINE - STATUS AND PENALTY 

Region 1 
No States affected. 

Region 2 . 

Virgin Islands . 

ACF conducted a functional review·in March. 1997 and issued a report identifying 
deficiencies in August 1997. A recently conducted Technical Assistance visit (NovemiJer 
1998) found that most of these deficiencies have not been corrected..They could be 

.. corrected within 6 months if the Territory and their contractor (NSI) can resolve 
differences and serious lack.of project staffing on the Territories part are resolved.' The 

. VI will probably ask for the alternative penalty, though we have not been formally 
notified to date. State has received their NOI letter. 

Region 3 

Pennsylvania 

PACSES is implemented in 65 of Pennsylvania's 67 counties. We expect them to be 
statewide by February 1999. We conducted a Level I Certification Review in September 
1997, and shared our draft findings with the Commonwealth. In response to our draft • 
findings, PA has corrected their distribution module. We will issue our final report when 
we receive the revised testdeck results, which if correct will allow them a conditional 
Level I, certification. PA should ask for and receive a Level II certification review in 
Februaryor March 1999. PA has not requested an alternative penalty, and we do not 
know their thinking on this subject yet. State has received their NOI letter. 

District of Columbia 

.DCCSES was implemented citywide in March 1998. We conducted a Level II 
Certification Review in September 1998. We have not yet received ttt.eir testdeck 
results. The r-eview team noted a number of problems during the review, the most 
serious being what appeared to be serious data integrity issues. The Baltimore Area 
.	Audit Office will be sampling the DCCSES database to determine the severity of the data 
integrity deficiencies. The status of the testdeck findings is unknown at this time. 
DC will not be certified as a result of this review. DC has not yet requested an 
alternative penalty nor informed us as to whether they intend to do so. However, it 
should be noted that they have a new IV-D Director. State has received their NOI letter. 

I. 

i' 
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. Maryland 

CSES was implemented statewide in March 1998. The State was last reviewed with a 

Level II Certification Review in August 1998, and we have shared our draft testdeck 

findings with the State. In response to those draft findings,. M D is making modifications. . 

to their distribution module. We will issue our final report when,we receive the revised . 

testdeck ·results. Maryland will receive a conditional Level II certification if the revised 

testdeck results are correct, which is expected sometime before January 1999. 

The State has not requested an alternative penalty. State has received their NOI letter. 


Region 4 

South Carolina 

South Carolina is currently in the process of an independent validation and verification 
(IV&V) effort being conducted by KPMG. This process started in May 1998 and is 
scheduled for completion during the quarter ending March 31, 1999. A limited 
functional review was conducted June 10-13, 1997, with limited financial functionality 
available (as the distribution test deck was not run,) and no local office was visited. 
Any plan to complete the system will depend upon the results and recommendations of 
the IV&V effort. To datethey have not requested a "Penalty" process but have' 
requested a meeting with OCSE to discuss that and other system development issues to 
be held in mid to late November~ State has received their NOI letter. 

Region 5 

Illinois 

Illinois'system is operational statewide (approximately 5% of cases still to be 

converted). A Certification review was conducted during the week of September 21, 

'1998 with a follow-on Site visit the week of November 16, 1998. A report of that review,' 

is currently being written. There is a possibility they will be certified with some major ' 

conditions. If not certified based on the last review, we would expect Illinois would 

probably meetall requirements within six months..If a penalty is necessary state will 

probably requeSt the alternative penalty, though they are currently awaiting outcome of. 

certification review result. State has received their NOI letter. 


Indiana 

Indiana's "ISETS" is now fully implemented in 37 of the State's 92 counties (Prosecuting 
Attorney's EPA] and Clerks of Court [CoC]) and in some manner of operation in 83 PAis 
offices. An additional 10CoC will be added by December 10; 1998. A total of 81 CoC " 
have committed to use ISm., Five of the remaining CoC are expected to commit with 
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six still in question. ·AII but 2 of the remaining·9 PA offices have expressed a willingness 
to implement ISETS.. The two holdouts a~e Switzerland and Ohio Counties where the 
clerks are unwilling to join and the PAs are united with the Clerks. These two counties 
combined have less than 500 cases. The State is expected to request a waiver from the . 
requirement for a statewide CSES under provisions of HR3130. Marion County , 

·	(Indianapolis) is asking for this as well, and will assist in the preparation of the waiver 

request. The Marion County PA office plans to transfer the Connecticut system if the 

waiver request is granted~ The Marion County Clerk is reported to have agreed to use 

the PAiS system.. The ISETS system was last reviewed in a September 1995, Level I 

Review that found the State did not meet the certification requirements. The system is 


· not expected to progress further until the State determines its success at approval of an 

exemption from the SDU requirement (to which it appears to have pinned all their hope 

- but which we may well disapprove.) Due to this uncertainty, it's impossible to predict' 

what the state will next do. State will probably request an alternative penalty, though 

this has not yet been communicated formally to OCSE. State has received their NOI 

letter . 


. Michigan, 

65 of 83 Michigan counties are currently operational on MICSES, with the 66th in two 
weeks. However, these counties represent less than 300/0 of caseload on MICSES. 
Plans are nearing completion forWayne County [Detroit] to begin conversion to 
MICSES. Three other large counties are still undecided regarding choice of alternative 
systems or using MICSES although all are likely to use MICSES. Three small counties 
plan to use alternative systems. Formal request from State not expected on any of this 
until sometime in 1999. State does not plan to be fully operational and compliant until 
September 2000. A certification review (Level I) was conducted in August 1998 with 
the report currently being written. It appears that several FSA-88 requirements rem;;in. 
unmet and that limited progress on functionality has been made since our last review in 
1995. The State does not expect to be fully operational and compliant'until September 
of 2000 at the earliest. .Otherwise it appears that the State is near to solution on the 
numerous political challenges presented and should be able to move ahead to 
successfully complete the system, albeit 3 years late. State has not made a formal 

. decision to date but will probably request the alternative penalty. State has received 
their NOI letter.. 

Ohio 

Ohio/s "SETS" system is currently operational on a small scale in all Ohio counties. 
Approximately 30 counties (representing 10% of the caseload) are fully operational on . 
SETS. However, only one county is currently using the IV-NN-D interface. State plans 
to have full statewide operation by October of 1999.. ACF conducted a September 
1998 Certification review that found, aside from a lack of statewide operation, major 
functions including EFT/EDI, billing, Federal/State Intercept and the CSENet interface 
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are not operational. The State continues to pursue implementation of SETS and will 
eventually be successful, though it is unlikely they will meet their own completion date 
of October 1999. Ohio has not made a formal decision to date but is expected to 
request the alternative penalty. State has received their NO! letter. 

Region 6 
No States Affected. 

Region 7 

Kansas 

Kansas'is uncertified and their current status is that they are essentially starting over 
after a reassessment of the project in March 1998. Their most recent review was a ' 
level II certification review conducted February 9-12, 1998 which they failed. Their' . 
prognosis is for the system to be operational statewide by September 1999. The 
project is under the careful scrutiny by all branches of State government as a result of 
Kansas Senate Bill 5 passed earlier this year (establishing a legislative-branch systems 
oversight board). They have a contract in place for the project, which is in order, 
although they failed to seek prior approval on task orders for work that has been done 
since April of 1998. The State has applied for the alternative penalty. The corrective 
compliance plan has been submitted and is under review. State has received their NOI 
letter. 

, Nebraska 

Nebraska is uncertified and their current status, as a judicially oriented program, is that 
they were pursuing an alternative system configuration, for which they do not yet have 
a waiver. However, as of an October 1998 letter to ACF, the State has decided to 
instead incorporate most court distribution functions into State's CHARTS (IV-D) 
system. The system has a lot of potential, though their major problem is that IV-D 
financial distribution is conducted in a variety of systems (State system, court systems, . 
and county systems). The system is neither statewide nor operational. Their most 
recent review was a level II certification conducted March 2-6, 1998 (with the finanCial 
management review of the system, includi.o9 the test deck results, conducted June 29
31, 1998.) The-review found that the State passed the test deck with a fair amount of 
difficulty due to the business practices of the State (ties into the alternative system 

" configuration.) In addition, the prognosis for Nebraska is that they have requested the 
alternative penalty (dated Oct. 10th

) and requested a meeting to discuss the correctivE 
compliance plan (planned for Dec. 7th

). A recent APDU submission is under review. 
, However, it appears to be incomplete and cannot-be used as a corrective compliance 

plan. Nebraska's NOI letter was sent in November, 1998.. 

http:includi.o9
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. Region 8 

North Dakota 

. North Dakota will not complete their system until September 30, 1999. A technical 
assistance visit was conducted on January 21-22, 1998. The review team used the full 
Certification Questionnaire as a basis for the review. This was like a Level I visit but we 
did not call it that. The review pinpointed the functional areas, which were still lacking 
in FACSES. Our findings mirrored the State's own assessment of where they stood 

-functionally. There were no surprises to the State when we itemized the deficiencies 
'. 	 during the Exit Conference. North Dakota is aiming to finish FACSES by the next 


deadline: September 31, 1999. The State submitted a letter on September 30, 1998 

requesting that the State be subject to the alternative system penalty in lieu of State 

Plan disapproval. Per discussion-with State, this letter will be followed up with an APDU 


. - detailing how, by when, and at what cost the State will achieve compliance with CSEr 

system requirements. That APDU has not yet been received. State has received their 
NOI letter. 

';,' . 

Region 9 

California' 


Statewide Automated Child Support System (SACSS) terminated their FSA-88 project in 
November 1997 as a failure. They are currently in the Planning Phase of a new project 
called - California Child Support Automation (CCSA) Project. The State received Federal 
approval of their Planning APD on July 98 for this new project. Emergency funding for 
M&O for the existing automated counties was approved in August 1998 as part of an 
Emergency APD request, the actual APD for which is due November 27, 1998. In 
addition, the State has a full-blown Implementation APD due to ACF in January 1998. 
It is antiCipated that the State will (but has not yet done so) request the alternative 
penalty provisions. State has received their NOI letter. · 

Nevada 

The State's "Nevada Operations of Multi-Automated Data Systems (NOMADS)" project is . 
sorely behind s~chedule. An ImplementatiolLProject Technical Assistance/Functional 
Review of NOMADS was conducted in September 1997. The review found problems in 

- the case management and financial management (distribution) functions that precluded 
certification. These problems have not yet been resolved. A follow-up Assessment . 

_review to determine the need for an IV&V contractor is scheduled for November 17-18, 
1998. The State's last approved APDU was submitted in April 1998. The State has 

. informed OCSE that it will pursue the alternative penalty. State has received their NOI 
letter. 
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Region 10 

Alaska 

.. . . ' 

Alaska's system is currently implemented statewide, and has been since March 1998. A 
Level II certification review was conducted the week of September 14. During the 

... review, we identified a number of deficiencies, some of which cast concern on the 
system's certifiability (UCI not fully automated, Interstate timeframes and CSENet not 
yet implemented, and FPLS and Credit Bureau interfaces still in testing) and other 
deficiencies which appeared to operational issues such as: User "WorkUsts" (Morning 
Mall) was turned off, and Guideline calculations functionality not being used. We are 
currently planning to issue the report to the State as a draft and conduct a follow-up 
review to evaluate the progress and make a final decision. This is necessary because 
the number of deficiencies identified during the review. The State has decided to make 
no decision on a penalty until they are informed of our decision regarding certification. 
State has received their NO! letter. 

" ~~' 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP . 

Subject: LA County pushing on child support penalty exemption 


Feinstein and LA County DA Gil Garcetti are pushing hard on an exemption for LA County from the 
.child support penalty. Feinstein has called Erskine and the VP. Today at the briefing for LA County 
officials, Garcetti raised the issue to Podesta, according to Karen Skelton. Garcetti said Feinstein 
told him that "the issue was on the President's desK." Garcetti also said that it will be an uphill 
battle to get the President to change his mind from opposing a waiver to supporting one. Podesta 
supposedly responded that it may be possible for the WH to say that it does not oppose a waiver, 
though the WH would be hard 'pressed to say it supports a waiver. Feinstein is spreading the rumor 
that the Hill will support this if only we will support or not oppose, but that's not what we are 
hearing from Hill leaders -- they continue to show no interest in doing this. 

While Karen wishes we would change our minds, she isn't taking this up the chain to try to 
. overturn our current position of oppose. So in the meantime, we continue to tell LA County we're 
not persuaded that it's a good idea. Let us know if this doesn't make sense to you. 
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•LRM ~D: MDH187 
< EXECUTIVE OffiCE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OfFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WashIngton. D.C. 20603-0001 

Monday, May 4. 1998 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: ~ Forsgren (f r Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
OMB CONTACT: Melinda D. Haskins 

PHONE: (2021395·3923 FAX: (202)396-6148 
SUBJECT: REVISED LABOR Conference Document on HR3130 Child Support 

Performance and IncentIve Act of 1998 

DEADLINE: 3 PM Tuesday, May 5, 1998 
4. .. 

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us If this 
Item will affect direct spending or receipts for purp089s of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, 

Le9islativl~aiS n Officer - See DIstribution below 

COMMENTS: Attached is the <revised Department of Labor letter to the H.R. 3130 conferees. Also 
attached is a House Ways and Means discussion draft that would amend the Senate-passed bill's .4 
medical child support provisions and the Department's proposed. substitute to this language. -;1'

We expect the H.R. 3130 conferees to meet shortly. For this reason, this deadline is firm. We will 
assume that you have no objection If you do not reply by the comment deadline. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST. 

AGENCIES: 
11 a·TREASURY - Richard S. Carro· (202) 622·0650 
11 O-Social Security Administration· Judy Chesser - (202) 358-6030 
'-AGRICULTURE· Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720-1616 
52-HHS • Sondra S. Wallace - (202) 690-7760 
51·JUSTICE - Andrew ,"ols - (202) 614-2141 

eop: 
Barbara Chow Emil E. Parker 
Barry White Richard B. Bavier 
Jack A. Srnalligan JUlie A. Fernandes 
Edwin Leu Barry T. Clendenin 
Cynthia A. Rice Mark E. Miller 
Diana Fortuna NiCOlette Highsmith 
Wendy A. Taylor Lillian S. Spuria 
Jennifer L. Klein Mark D. Menchik 
Nicole R. Rabner Janet A. Forsgren 

Kate P. Donovan 
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LRM 10: MOH187 . SUBJECT: REVISED LABOR Conference Document on HR3130 Child 

Support Perform8nceandlncentlve Act of 1998 


n, 
g :i4,mc'M.J.wJiUI.i.4AktAD .4U! ,&it ,;); ;) ; 

AESPONSETO 
lEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM 

If your responae 10 th's roquelt for views Is shan (e.g.• concur/nD comment .. we prefer that you respond by 
e-ma" or by faxing us this re8pon8e 8heet. If the response I, ahort and you prefer '0 can, please call the 
branch·wlde lIne shown below (NOT the enalye", line) to leave a message with. legislative anlstant. 

You may allo re.pond by: 
(1) calling the analyfrt/at1omey'. direct line. (you will be connected to voice mall If the analyst does not 


anawerl; or . 

(2) ."ndlng us 8 memo or letter 


Pleale Include the LRM number shown ebove, and the subject t.hown below. 


TO: 	 Melinda D. Heskln. Phone: 395·3923 Fax: 395·6149 

Office of Management and Budget 

Branch·Wlde line (to reachlegl81atlve al.latant): 395-7362 

_______________ (Date)FROM: 

.....________________~________ (N8me) 

___________.,--_-.,- (Agency) 

__________________ (Telephone) 

. The following la the feSpOnGe of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned lIubJect: 

Concur' 

__ No ObjectIon 

No COmment 

__"_ See proposed edits on pagel _____ 

__ Other: ______________ 

_ FAX RETURN of _ p8g", attached to thl. ",spon8e sheet 



FROM: DADE, ,J, P. :3/24MAY-(l4-1S9S 16:29 TO:410 JULIE FERNANDES 

O~fT LETTER' TO CONFEREES ON HR3130 

Dear 

I am writing to provide you with the views of the Department of 
LaboJ; 1.)11 H.R. 3130, the "Child Support Pertormance and Incentive 
Act of 1998." ',L'he Dep~rtruent strongly .t5upports the qoala of this 
legi5la~lon. As you know, one of my primary goals as Secretary 
of Labor is to help people rM.k~ t.hR transition from welfare to 
work. 10 succeed,' we must work closely with the states, as well 
8S businesses, unions, churches and community ntOAnizations,. to 
help wt:'l!oL~ .r;~c;iplents tinci and J(eep real jobS With wages. that 
reward work. OnA w~y to help parents find anci keep jobo 10 to 
assure that their ~hildren have health ~~r~ ~overage by being 
enrolled. in group health plano 5pon:.loredby employel::' o! J'vu
custodial parents. 

! also want to alert you to provision8 found in section ,401 of 
the sanate-passed bill WhlC~ would amend section 609 of, the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA). (The .ERISA 
provisions,were originally added as conformlnq changes to child 
oupport initlativee undel: the Su-.:J.,cotl S~cur1ty'Act: 1n 1993.) 
ERISA section 609 currently allows for "qualified medical chi.ld 
support orders," wh i r:h Opp..rRte to o;mxoll children in 9l1'tPloycr
sponsored group health plans that Cover their non..custodial 
paran'ts. 

Under EnlSA, a·plan.administratol: dOe~ HUt. lldvt: to implement a 
medical support order unless it is ~qualified,M i.e., it 
~dLl~!le.t5 certain con~ltions 1ncluding clearly specifying the 
type of coverage to be provided. Only orders ~qualified" under 
ERISA operate to onroll 'tho child in the-plon. In th41:. -=tvt::LlL, 

under the Social Security Act, any premiums required by the plan 
for dependents' coverage may be withheld from the wages of the 
non-custodial parent. 

WA hAV~ h~~" ~dvi90d by va~ioya State chl1~ OyPPO~~ Qgoncie~, 
howeve~, that current law does not ftilly effectuate Congress' 
intcnt .in th10 area. We have al~o been advleil:Hl l..1,0 L. plan 
administrators trequently reject medical child support orders for 
technJ.c..:1:i1 !:t!tllons rela~ln9to the' qualification requ1rQInents of 
~llrrA"t law. 

The Senate-passed ver~ion of H.R. 3130 is intended to eliminate 
'these and other impediments to the effective admi.nistration and 
enforcement of medical child support orderA. Tt-, i,;; tha view of 
the Departm&nt. however., t-.hlilt the lAnguage 1n section 101 of tho 
Senate"'passed hi] ,1 """y T'It:tt fully accomplish thia obj ectiVQ. For 

http:dLl~!le.t5
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example, while the bill would requi.re the creation of a National 
. Standardized Medical Support Notice; it would not prevent plan 
. administrators from continu1ng to raise technical reasons for 

rejact1nq medical ohild support ordor~# 3uch ~~ if the otd~L 
neglficted to fully describe a apec.ific option for co~er:aqe 
ava1la.ble under the plan. 

We have received a copy ot an April 22, 1999, discussion draft 
bill and AT,. IIIt."' . .JIl'":hi l"lfJ euQ9lilst:ad teohnical improvenu!mte. We 
believe our suggested language, which builds upon the draft bill, 
1s consistent withConqres8ional intent and will make ERISA's 
medical chlld support oraer provisions administratively feasible 
for both state child support 8gencie$ and plan administrators. 
Also attached is Ii mt')r.- nAh'lilp.d fI'Joxplanation of our propo"ed 
substitute language. 

Tilts office of Mansqernent. and Budget haa advised us that 

Sincorely, 

Alexis Herman 
Secretary of Labor 

Attachment.:! 
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AITACHMENT 

Explanation ofProposcd Substitute 401(d) 
(An1endment to section 609(a) of El<.USA) 

The attached Nbl1itWe for th, C\IrI'Ol'U soction 401 (d) oftbc April 22. 1998, discu.s~iou 
clroft biU.. would add now ~ to clarify aud wUlplify Lhc l"dqulremems that orden providing 
for health benefit coverage or dependent children must m,ct to be effective with respect to 
BRrSA-covered health pJans under section 609(1) ofERISA. This substitute would nen affect. the 
provisions cOntained in sections 401(0). (b), and (c) of the draft hill t}U\t CrMte it Workins Group 
and mandat.c the promUlillion ofregulations to crea.1c a Nation.al Standardiud Medical Child 
Su'ppon Order. It also rett&ins the ma.ntiAtc contained in the cIJITCnt section 401(u) dmt I,.ht, 
Secretary ofLabor, in consultnlio.D. with the S~ oflIcaltb ao.c1 HWllCJl S"Vl\.iCIi, rc:port. w 
Congress OnteCODlmendatiollB fur tunhvr logislative c:banges to improve the atrectlveness of 
child support enforcement and the provision "deeming" NAt.innaJ ~"'nnwMi7rA MMic.Al Child 
Support Orders to be "qualified medical child support orderst 

, (QMCSOs) for purposes of section 
609(0) ofBRISA. Ifthls 3u.Cstitute is 4doptod. ~rcl coufv.u.uhsg c1J&s.1~Cti would be requtre4 10 

section 402 ofthe bill. These are noted at the end of tho 5ubstitu1c language. 

Tb~ Jubstitutc, by makln@. ccrwiu wu.itiurwll:b.t1.ni~ to section 609(a) of ERISA. would 
facilitate medical child support enforcement by simplifying the requirements that 1m order must 
Mtl~fy tn hen. QMCSO. It W'Ould lIbo Jimplify the prol:cdwal mp' that a. piau a.J",j"j,.;tnt!UI 
must take to determine whether an order meets those requirem~nts. However, plan 
administratoI3 would still. under this substitute, determine wMthcr an order is a QMCSO and 
would be able to rc.iect orders that a:e inappropriate, such 8.~ tbo~ that nlUT'le fL!J pmiciptmts 
individuals who are not eligible to be oovered UDder an employer's eroup health plan or that 
speoify oove.roge wu ls not provided by the employer. 

'1'0 achioVl these aims, ~ 8\lbGtinne providos spooifioally that: 
• 	 Orders can be issued either pill"I!'Wl.nt to State domestic .relations law or pUl"lOuant tn A ~ate 

child SUPPOrt enforcement proliT8lD maintained waccordance Vtitb Subtitle IV.D. of the 
Sooial Security Act (thus elimiAoti.ag cu.rront lAW'S r~.fCl"CllOC to orden "cnfon::mg" Sta1¢ 

. laws described in section 1908 ofthe Social Security Act); 

• . Orders need not specify the "period to which the order ap.l\He~;" they will h~ pre.slUned to 
apply vm.eaever Jl'Oup health cownlic b avwhwle w the: parliclpwlt; 

• 	 Ord.crs may~ but Deed not. delicrihe thf! '''type of coverage. to be provided;'· any order that 
only provides for health benefit oov~rage will be deemed to refer to the least cost option 
under the plan: 

• 	 Plan administrators must notify .pDJtici~ IUld namod children of r«ieipt of Blly nl.Cdical 
chlld SUP.lJVI·~ ONI:I within 10 .Jays ofreceipt; 

• 	 Plan adminilt:nltors mOl\. within 21 day, ofreceipt. either beein coveri.n& tho child or 

http:elimiAoti.ag
http:pill"I!'Wl.nt
http:wu.itiurwll:b.t1.ni
http:Nation.al


. P. 6/24FROM: DADE, ,],MAY-04-1998 16:29 TO:410 JULIE FERNANDES 

provide written teaSona why the order is not qualified; 

• 	 Plan administrators are expressly prohibitod from imposing any qualification 
,requirements not e~y provided in the statute; 

• 	 Adoptive ohildren GI'O cotp1'C',,]y Ul,oludcd Il$ dllldrcn ~ligib]c to be wuncd lu t1 QMCSO 
(this provision'is also included in the current draft at section 402(b)(2»; , 

• 	 Plans' preexist:ing condition limitations, waiting periods, or open enrollment season 
restrictions wlllll0t apply to children Damcd in QMCSOs. 

2 
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, A ITACHMENT , 

SUBSTITUTE SECTION 401 (d) 

, (d) Technical and conformIng amendment. to ERISA •• 

(1) Section e09(a) of the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
, (29 U.S.C. 1169(11» Is: 'amended as follows: . 

(A) Strike subsection (a)(2) and replace It with the follnwlna: 

.. § 809(a}(2) Definitions. For purposasof this subsectIon •• 

"CA) Med'cI' chUd support order. The term "medicElI child support ordor" 
meon. any Judgment; deCftjtt, or order (Including approval of 8 .ettlement 
agreement) which 

"(1) provide, for health benofit ooverage of ,CI ohlld of e 
participant under II group health plan (whether or not the participant is 
currently covered), '" ' , 

"(11) is made pursuant 10 (I) 8 State domestic relations law or ([I) 
.. State child support enforcemont program maintained in accordance 
with Subtitle IV·O of the Social Security Act, and 
, "(JII} Is Issued by a court of competent Jurisdiction or through an 
adminiatrative proceae thel ,hu()I the force and. effect of law under 
applicable State lew. For purposes of .this lubparagraph, an 
administratlve nDtlc. which I. IC8UQd pursuant to an admInistrative 
process referred to In the preceding sentence end which has the effect 
of an order described In clause (ii) herein shell be trea,ted a& such An 
order. ' 

"'(8) Qualified medical child support order. The term MquBlifled medical child 
support order· me.anB a medIcal child support order that --

AIm Ipecifiea tho nemo and list knuwn mailing address (If any) 
of a particlpant,in 8 group heslth plan and the name and mailing 
address of Aach child of the participant to whioh the ordor applies, 
except that, to the extent provided In the orderr the name and mailing 
addre•• of an official of 8 State or poUtlcal subdivision thereof may be 
6ubetitutedfor the mailing address of any such'child, 

, .(11) reasonably descrJbes the hearth benefit8 that are to be 
provided to each child named In the order, 8xcept that, If the order 
doe. not desorlbe such benefits, such order will be deamed to refer to 
th. Jesat COlt option available under the plan, elmJ 

4J{Hl) dOls not require a group health plen to provide benefits not 
otherwiee available under the plan, except to thQ extent required by Q 
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State law concerning medical ohlld support descrlb"d In section 1908 
of the Social Socurlty Act. 

"'ee) Child. The term "child" Include. ~ny child adopted by or placed for 
annptlon with 8 participant of • group hNlth pion." 

(a) Slfiku paragraphs (3) and (4) and Insert the following: 

-(3) Procedural reQuirements, 

-CA) Tlmelv notificatIons and determinations. In tha ease of sny medical 
child .upPOrt order received by a group hS81th plen -. 

"'(I) not later than 10 days after receipt, the plan admjniAtretor 
shall notify the partIcIpant and each child named in the order, or such 
ohlld'c dooisnotod roproeontetlvo, of tho rOl;.olpt ur ""vII UtC.h:H, "nd 

"(11) within 21 days of the receipt of such order, the plan 
administrator ahall either (1) immedlatelv provide the coverage referrod . 
to In Daragraph (2)(B)(II), notwlthBtanriino IIny waiting perIods that 
would otherwise be applicable, and provid', notice to the child or the' 
child'. deeigneted r~pres.ntDtlve th.t coverage 18 betng provided, a 
deaerlption of the oovorage provided, and the effective date of such 

. cave,egej or (II) provide written notice to the child, or the child', 
designated repr8.RAnt~tlve, specifying the resllons why the order IO.not 
qualified. . 

"(B) The plan administrator ahalf not Impose Iny requirements for 
qualification that ere not apeelfied In' this subsection. 

N(C) The plan shall permit eaeh child named In 8 ,medical child support order 
to dea(gmlte a representative for receipt of copies of notrces that ere sent to 
Lhe child with respect to II medIcal child support order. Such designation 
may be Included in the medical child support order or in a separate 
doe-ument, 

"(D) National Standardized Medleal Support Notloe DAAmed to be 8 aualifled 
Medical Child Support Order •• 

!P(l) (n General ~ If the plan admInistrator of a group health plan 
which 18 maintained by tho employer of I noncustodial PQrent of 8 

child or to which 8uch an employer contributes receives an 
.p~rupri8tely completed National Standart1lzed Medical Support Notice 
promulgated purluent to fORetlon 401 (bl of th~ Child Support 
P.rfermance and Incontlvo Act of 190S In the cue of such chilu, und 
tho NotIce moete the requlremol)lll of 5ubsectfon (1)(2)(8), the notice 

2 
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shall be deemed to be a Qualified medicAl r:hlld support order in the 
casu uf luch chUd. 

"(11) If the name and mailing address of an officiAl of t\ State or 
political subdivision thereof hal been 8ubstltuted for the mailing 
addr... ·of the child named In Q Notional Stondardized Medh,ad Support 
Notice, such offichsl shaill be deomed to be the child's designated 
representative for purposes of paragraph (3}{C). 

. . ilium Rule of ,construction - Nothing In this lubparagraph .. hl'dl 
be construed to change the applicability of paragraph (2}{B)(3) to any 
medicsl child support order, Including II. National Standarditttp Madlclll 
Support Notice. 

-C4} Treatment of children named In orders. 

"(A) T,••tmont 00 Q bcncfiaiory gonorally. At ~hihJ wlJu II lUimed In a 
qualified medical child support order ahall be considered a beneficiary under 
the plan for purposes of any prnvillon of this Act. . 

-(B) Treatment 88 pertlclpent for purposes of disclosure requlremente. A 
ctlild named In any medical ohlld auppoll order shall be conSidered II 
participant under the plan for purposes of the disclosure requirements of part 
1 {ERISA J101 et seq.l. 

·cel Proox1nin9 oondltlons. A group health plan m~v not restrict coverage or 
bonefit& under LIm plen of any child named In a qualified medical child 
support order solely on the basis of PI preexisting condition .01luch ohild." 

(C) Strike paragraphs (5), (6) and (7). 

(0) Redesignate paragraph {81 as paragraph (5) and redesignate paragrAph (9) 
as paragraph (8). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SECTIONS 502{a)(7) AND 514(b)(7) 

{A} Section 602(8)(7) 18 amended by strikIng "e09(eH2)(A)· And Inserting In 
. its place "609(8)(2)(8). tr 

(8) Section 514(b)(7) 18 amended by striking -609(a)(2J(A} or and inserting in 

Its piece ··009(iI)(2){8,", and by striking ·609(a)(2)(B)(ii}· and inserting In its place 

.I! 609 (a}(2) (BHIII). • . 


3 
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. [NOTE: THE AMENDMENT CONTAINED IN SUBPAR'AORAPH (B) ABOVE CAN BE 
. COMDI~ED WITH THE AMENDMENT CONTAINeD INSUIPARAGRAPH (51 OF 
SECTtON 402 OF THE APRI~ 22,1998 DISCUSSION DRAFT. WHICH ALSO 
PERTAINS TO SECTION "4{bJt1Jj 

(3) RE:PORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ENFORceMENT 
OF QUALIFIED MEDICAL CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS UNDER EHISA - Not later 
than 8 months after the I.suanee of thA t8JlOrt to the Congrflll pursuant to .ectlon 
401 (8)(5)(B), the Secretary of labor, In consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Service., shall submit to tha Committee on Eduoatlon end tho 
Workforce and the Committee on Waye and Meens of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Labor Ind Human Resources and the Committee on Finance 
of tho Senate a repo" containing recommendations tor appropriate legislation to 
Improve the effectiveness of, end enforcement of, qualified medical child support 
ordor. undo!" th. provlc'ono of bootlon 600(0) of tho employoc nctiromont In.:.orno 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)), as amended by this subsection. 

[NOTE: Sactlon 402(b)(1 )leI Ind 402fbU2) should be struck, and paragraph (3) 
ndealgnated al paragraph (Zl.] 

4 
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. P;\LAJ\EW1OS\MPlX2flIJ)\MEDCHD.J).OOl BL.C. 

[DISCUSSION DRAFT} 
.AnIL 22, 1998 

1 TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 

3 

4 

5 (a> STUDT ON EPFRCTlVENISS OF EN70RClMENT 

.6 OF MEDIcaL 8t;rppORT BY STATE AGENCIES.

1 (1) MEDICAL CHJlU) SUPPORT WOBXING 

·8 GltOtJ:P.-The Seeretary ot Health and Human Sey.. 

5) icea end the Secnrt.1llY at Labor shall jointb' cste.b
. . 

10 lilA a MecEeal Child· Support W0l'itiDa' Group.·' Th~ 

11 purpose of the WorkiJ:l& Group ahaD.. be to ider.I:t:i~ 

12 the impediments to the effective e.D!oroerueDt of 

13 taediea1 support by state agencies administering the 

14 program eItablIshed underput D or title IV of the' 

15 Social See:arity At!t 

16 (2) MBHBBBSHIP.-The Working Group Iha.U 

17- consist of not more than 20 members· and shaD. be 

18. .oomposed of representatives of

19 (A) the Department of Labor; 

20 Q3) tAe.~nt of Health aDd Ruman 

21 Servlcel; 

(0) State direetars of programs \mQer part 

23 

12 

D of title IV of the Social Becu.rity Act; 
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1 (D) 8t&te· direetor& of the medicaid pro

2 .gram UDder title XIX of the Social Security 

3 .Act; 

4 (E) employers, including owners ot anall 

S busiDeues; 

6 (F) pla.n ad!nhlhrt:rators and plan sponsors 

7 .of group health p~ (at; de6Ded in semon 

8 601(1) of the Employee Retircmc.nt 'Income Sc~ 

~ ewily Act ot 1814 (29 U.S.C. 1167(1»); 

10 (G) children potentiaDy eligible far medical 

11 .Sl.lpport, £uch as child advocacy arganizatioDsi 

'.12 and 

13 (H) State public welfare programs. 

14 (S) CO~NSATloN.-The members shall 8~ 

15 'Without pay. Each member shall reeeive travAl ft

16 paneK, incluciing per diem in lieu of subsistenae, in 

. 17 ·a.ceotdance with see1ion& 5702 and 5703 of title 5, 

'18 United States Code. 

19 (4) AD~'1STBA.TJ:Vp; SUPPORT.-The Deptlrt· 

20 ' ment of Hoolth and Human Semeesand the TlP.. 

21 partment of Labor shaD. jomtly pm;de appropriate 

22 administrative wpport to the Worki:a& Group, in.. 

. '23 eluding t«l1nica.l a&Sistance. The Working Group 

24 may u.ae the &erriees and facilities of &tther nch De

http:Retircmc.nt
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1 'partmanta 'With or without ~u.rsement, as jointly 

2 determiDed by such Departments. 

:; (5) BBFoBTs.

4 (A) ltE(''O~Nl1.ATION8' :l'OIl NA.TlONAL 

5 8'rA'NDAlIDIZIID DDlCA.L S'OP'POBT NO'nCE.
. .. 

6 (i) REpoRT BY WORllNG GRDuP TO 

7 UQRETAJcIEs,-Not later tha.u, " months 

8 a:her tho 4e.t$ of tho ~t of this Act, 

9 the Work1llg Group ~ ti..wwL' to the 

10 ~ma1')' of Health and Human. Services 

11 and the Secretary of Labor a report con
12 taming recommendations with respect to 

13 the form. and content of a. National Stand

14 ardt&ed Medical Support Nuti~. 

IS (ii) REPORT 'AT SICR.!TAlUltS TO THE 

.16 CONGU88.~Not later than 2 months after 

17 receipt of the report pumlant to clauH (i)7 

·18 the Sec.ret&riere shall jointly IUbmit a re

19 port to each House or the CQ~ tl:1J;ea.rJ

20 iDrtbe reoommendatioftS conta.ined in the 

21 report ~der clause (i). 

22 ' (B) RECOMKENDJ.TIONS ON OTHER MAT

23 TDB.

24 (i) REpORT BY WODlNG GHOUl" 1"0 

2S TBB SJtCRZ~s.--Not later thAn '18 
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1 months after the date of the enactment of 

2 - this Aett the Workinr Group shall au.bmit 

3 ,to the Secretary of Labor and the' Sec

•• retary of Realth o.nd Humon SoZ'\1'iQN a re

5 port containi:na' recommendations for ap

6 propriate measures to ac1dreas the impedi

7 ments to the P.ftect.i.ve enforcement of medi.. 
, 

8 cal INpport by State agencies admjnist,er

9 lug Ll.le program eet4bliahOd. under pa.ri D 

10 of title ,IV of the Social &cu:dty Act iden

11 tified by the Working Group, including-' 

12 (1) appropriate measures that ea

13 tabliBh the priority of withholding of 

14 child support Oblip.tioDS. medioo.l sup

l' 
.16 

port ObliptioDS, a.rrearages in such 

obligations, &Ddt in the aaae of a moo- ' 
17 iO&l support obligation. the employee's 

'18 portion of tul.Y haalth cue COV'e1"8g9 

1!II pn:.wiu.wJ by the Stak oc=ey admin. 

'20 jstering the program established 

21 u.nder part D of'title IV of the Social 

22 Security Act in light of ~ restrie- , 

23 tions on garnilhment provided under 

24 title m of !.he Conswuer Credit ho

as tel!ti01'J. Act (15 U.S.C. 1671-1671); 



1{R{\U~,r'D' ADE .J~AY-04-1998 16:29 TO:410 .JUrE FERNAN;)ES .. \ lV,. I .. '" , P. 15/24I. 

F:\l..AJ\EWI05'\Ml1')CHII.D\MBDCtm.D.OOl RL.e. 

. 5 

1 ; (n) appropriate pfoced:urea for 

·2 eoordiDatWg the prari.&iOD., enforce- . 

3 ment, and tral:lsition of health· care 

4 coverage U!lder the StatA3 prOgrams ea

~ t.,bUabad under part D of title IV of 

6 the Social ~ty Aet. A.n~ titles XIX 

7 a.nd XXI otsuch Aot; 

8 (m) appropriate DlOanuu toim

9' p~ the enforoemeni or WLentw.t.-: 

10 types of. medical cupport that a:re 

11 aside from health coverage offered 

12 through ·the llDncustodial parent's 

13 hee.ltb. pla.n ~d unrel&~ wthe Don· 

14. . custodial parent's employer, including 

15 . moasu.rea that ecteblish a DOneu&todial 

16 parent·, reiponaibllity to shAre the . 

17 cost . of . premiums, . oopa,.znent&, 

l~ deductlblea, or" payments for .emua 

19 not cowrec1 unCler a Cl:l1ll1.'s e:I1stlDg 

20 helllth ooverage; and 

21 (IV) appropriate meuures for 

22 eliminating any. other impediments to 

23' the effective enforeem.ent of medical 

24 mpport orden that 1hewor.ld.Dg &TOUP 

25 ~euns ~CllY. 



MAY-04-1998 16:29 TO:410 cTULIE FERNANDES FROM: DADE, ,J. P. 16/24 


ILL.C. 

6 

1 (il) RlPOBT BY SECRETARIltS TO TIm 

2 ~ CONGRKss.-Not later thaD 2 months after 

3 receipt of the report pursuant to clause (i), 

4 tile Secretaries shan jolntly submit a re-

S po1"t to each BonlJp. r.fthe r..ongreBs reprd• 

.. 6 . m, the recommendations contained in the 

7. .report under clause (i). 

a (6) T5lOttNATlON.-'rhe Worki:ne Group aball 

9 ter.Illinate .30 days atter the date of the: uunnnu,. (It 

10 ita mport ad. paragraph (6}(~). • 
11 (b)PRo:arrt.1tQATION or NATIONAL STANDARDIZED . 

12 MxDlCAL SUPPORT NOTICB.

13 (l) IN GINERAL.-Upon receipt of the report of 

14 the Medic:alChild. Support WorldDg Group PUl'8tl8llt 

15 to aubBOation (a)(5) (A), the Saeretary of H9~lth and 

16 Human ServioH ud the Secretary of Labor shall 

17 jointly de'\'elop and promuJ.s'ILto by resuJ.ation

18 (4) a ~atioDal S1.a:D.dardized Medieal Sup

19 port ~otice that satlSfie&· the requirements of 

20 soctiou 609(&.)(3) of the Employte Betirement 

21 Income Securit¥ Aet of· 1974 (29 U.S.C. 

22 1169(a)(3)) and the requirements of part D of 

'title IV of the Social Seeurity·Aetand 'shall be 

24 

23 

used by States to enforce medieal support or. 

25 ~;and 
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1 ' (B) appropriate procedures for the tTaUs.. 

2 ' mission of SIlcb Notice to employers by State 

3 agencies administering the program establisbed 

4 UDder part D of title tv of the Soci~ S~ 

S Act. 

6 In iSsuinr' web. regulatiollS, the Secretaries shall 

, take into aecount the recommend&tions of the Medi

a col Child Support Working Group presented in its 

9 repurt. u..udm· Rbesoction (a.)(6)(A). ' 

10 (2) INrrIAL, REGULA.TIONS.-Not later than 6 

11 months after the data of the receipt of web report, . 

12 the Seeretarl85 ahaU issue proposed regulAtions pro

13 viding for the National Standardized Medical t3'uJr 

14 port Notice. 

IS (3) FINAL BEGULATIONS,-Not later, tb811 6 

16 months after the issuance of the initial regulations 

17 uder- paragraph (2), the ~ of Health and 

·18 Uuman 8~ and the Secretary of Labor aheJJ 

15' jo2ntly hlo.'sue Jlu.tl1 l~o.t.iOllt· prorid.i.Dc for tho Ne.

20 ti01'lR.1 Rtandardiled Medical Support Notice. 

21 (c)R'EQUIItBb USE BY STA.TES OF NATIONAL 

22 STA.NtlARDlUD MEDICAL CHILD StT.PPOltT NOTlOES.

23 (1) . STAT! PaOCEDuus.-Section '88(a)(19) 

24 or the Social Security ~t (42 U.S.O. 666(a)(19)} is 

25 ame.nded tn read as tonows: 

http:prorid.i.Dc
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1 "(19) HlJ.Lm CAB! COV£RA.GE.-Prooedures 

:2 under wlUch- . 

. 3 "(A) effective not later thall Oetober 1, 

42000, aU chi.ld wppolt orden eQ.torced pursu
. . 

S ant. tb this' part include a provision ter the 

6 health care coverage of tlie child which is en .. 

, foro.d, .~re appropria~, through the use of 

8 the N4tioD.al Stauda:diled. Medical Support No

9 . t.icts pruJ.U~Ated PUT5\l.c.nt to aecti.on 4.01(b) of 

10 the Cbi1d Support PerforJ'.D8.D.ce and lrlceu'LiV4:' 


11 Act of 1998; 


12 fC(B) in any. ease in wb.ieh a noncustodlal 


13 parent is requi.rec1 under the child support order 


14 . ,to provide such. healt..h .care ~rage e.:c.d the 

15 . employer of WAh noneu&todial parent is known 

16 tD the Rtate agency

17 "(i) the State aaency n$~~ the Na

18 tional Stal'lclardized Medical Support No· 
'. . 

19 Uce to t.ra.rlH.Ct:.r' .uuw.\..,,;:; a! the prcrd.5ioJl for 

·20 the heaJt.h CAl'e eoverage of the cb1ld to the 

21 employer; 

22 H(UJ within 1 days after receipt of the 

2l National Standardized Mediea1 Support 

24 Notlce, the employer is n;,qulred to tre.n.ter 

25 the Notic.e to thP. appropriate plan provid~ 

http:PerforJ'.D8.D.ce
http:aecti.on
http:PUT5\l.c.nt
http:N4tioD.al
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1 . . inI any sueh health care CO\'eraCe for 

2 ..which the chfid is eli&ible; 

3' "(ili) in i.ny case in ,which the plan 

4 pruvldini. wch health CJaTe ~ to 

5 . , 'fwhich the employer tra»sfe:ra the Notice 

6 ·pursu&.Dt to· c1a1l;8e (ii) requim eroployee 

.7 .. contributions, the . State ag1mC'J' provides 

8" the emplayvr with . aft income withholding 
I 

• llUWce with respect to th~ employQo .oon·" 
, 

10 .' · tributioDSj and 

11 U(i'9) in any c-.e in whieh tb~ non· 

12 .custodial· parent is a newly hired' empl~ 

13 : entered in the State Direeton.- of New 

14 Hi.re1S pursuant to section 46SA(c), tho 

IS · Rtate apney Provides. 'Where appropriate, 

16 an ineome witbholdirJA' notice within 2 daY' . 

17 . after t.ne date of the entry of meb ern· . 

18 p~ in sUch D~1Yi and 

19 0'(0) IW.)' liaUllity of the J:l~aw. PAZ' 

20 ent tAl meh plan for em.ployee eontributioD$ 

21 which are required. under such plan for enroD

.22 .mcnt of the child is effectively subject to appro

23 priate enforcement, unlesa the noncustDdial pu

24. ent contests nth ~t baaed on a ... 

25 n
tab Q' fAct. • 

http:pursu&.Dt
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1 (I). . CONrotoaN'G AD}fJ)XSNnS.-8ection 


2 452(t) of.Jt1eh Act (42 U.S.C. 652(f)J ia amended in 


3 the first .sentence

4 (A) by .~ "petitiotl tOI' tb inclusion 


S of" 8Xl.d ~ uine!ude"i and 


6 CB) by hlsarting "and enforee medicallU~ . 


7 port" befbre ''ftenever'l. 


B (d) NA'1'10NAL ST..A.NlWlDIZJ:D HlmK'..&L SUPPORT 

~ NO'!',t'E Dlt.BlGD .6. QuA1JJl"DU) MlmlOAL .Cm:l.o SuP. 

10 PoRT ORDPh

11 (1) AMlNDMBNT TO E&IBA--Sectlou 609(a)(~) 

12 of the Employee Retirement lueome Seeurity Act of 

13 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1189(a)(5» is amended by adding 

14' at the end the ~ollow~ 

1$ CI(C) NATIONAL 8T.AND.AR.DIZED MEDICAL 

16 RUPPORl' NOTICE J>IEMJD '1'0 BE A QUALIFIED 

17 :armDlCAL CHILD SUPPOlt1' OllDo.

18 "(i) IN GRNlDUL.-If' the plan 8dDlin.. 

J9 .1strawr ur a group ho.al~ p1a= whioh la 

20 maintAined by the employer of a nonl .."WiW· 

21 dial parent of a cblld or to wJtich such an 

22 employer contributes receives an appro.. 

23 priately completed National Standa.rcIiJed 

24 Medical Support Notice promulptod J'lll'" 

25 luant. tn Ml!tion 401(b) of the Child Sup. 
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'3 

'4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q 

10 

11 

, 12" 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 ' 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

as 

11 


port PerfOrtDauce 8Zld Inoe.ntivt Act of 

, 1,998 in the case of suuh child, and the 110"

dee meets the requ.iremellts of p~h.tI 

(8) 8lld (4-), the notioe shall be deemed to 

. be a qualU5.ed medical child support order 

, in the case of web. 'ehlld. 

'(li) , ENBOLLKlNT OF' ~ IN 

GIt.011P nAI.Tl! n..a.N.-lu aJJY. case .i.u. 

whit.h an 8ppropriatRjy t'.OmJ)leted National 

Standardized Kectical 9npport: Notice

"(I) 'Wbich is issued in the cue of 
a child at a participa:at UDder a' group 

health pla.u who is a DOllet;tstod1al par

~t of the child, ann 

n(ll) which is deemed UDder 

clause (i) ~ be a qualified medieal 

cl1ild support order, 

. the plan acJmimstrator, w1.tbin 21 bus.iness 

d~ aft.r t'OI':'p.ipt.. 0' thP. N"tiNl., Rnf411 no

tift the State ageney issuing the l101leo 

with re,pt!C.o1. to aucb ..:b.ilil whether coverage. 
, . 

of the child iii available under the terms of 

the plan and, it so, whether sueh tb.ild bas 

beG emoll.ed u:n.der the plan and. tht effoo. 

th-e date of the enrollment, and Uall ~ 

http:emoll.ed
http:re,pt!C.o1
http:qualU5.ed
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vide to the c.ustod;W parent (or the omci8l 

2 

1 

-of a State or politieal subdivision thereof 

3 substituted for the niIDe' of suell child pur

4 suant to parqraph (3)(A» at.a1 docu.. 

5 mGJ1tation nf meh eDl'O~t lIeceaaary for ' , :noti5cs.tion. of the custodial parent (or 

·7 such. o85cial) of wch enrollment. 

8 "(iii) BULB Oll' CONBT3'O'CI'ION.

9 Notb.1lla in this subplU'~ujlL. abAll be eon.. 

10 &truAd 88 reqajrina A. ernnp health plan, 
I 

11 upon receipt of a National Standardized 

12 Medical &pport Notice, to provide benefits 

13 UIlder the plan (or eliIibility for such bene

14 fits) in addition to' bene1hs (oreligibilil,y 

15 for. beue5ta) pJ'O\'ided under tha . term. 0' 
16 the plan as ofimmedi&.* befOte receipt of 

17 . such Notiec..". 

18 (2) bi"OBT AND UOO).D.tBN'DATIO~'S lUSG.AlU)

19· ING T!lB BNFOBOBMmNT 0;' ~U..6..W.r.uru XZ;VICAli 

SCProBT ORDERS In.i'DEk ltlUSA.-Not later thA.rl 820 
;,.' 

months after the i88Uance of the report to the Con.. 

22 Ifess ptU'I11.8nt to atiOll. 401(a)(S)(B), the Sec.. 

23 

21 

retary of. Labor, in col1l1llt&tion With the Secretary 

24 of Health and HWDIJl Services, ahall submit fA) the 
. . 

2S Com.tnittea 011 Education and the Worir::force and the 
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1· Committee o~ Ways and Means of the House of 

2 Repreaentati_ and the CommjtUle on Labor aDd 

3 Human Besou.rces and the Committee on Finance of 

4 the Senate & report contajniDf zwommeadati0D5 for 

5 appJ"Opriate ~tion to improve the effectiveneas 

6 of, and eDforeement of. QUali5ed·medical child sup

7 port ord.e:rs under tne pTOVisinDa nf aeeti.o~ 609(a) of 

8 the Employe& Retirement lnoome Seaurity ,Mt of 

9 1914 (28 "V.S.C. 1109(&». 

10 PC.... TRCHNICAL CORUCTtONS. 

'II (a) AMENDM:lNT RBLATING TO PuBlJC LAw 104

12 266.

13 (1) IN QE~~.-Sub'~tiOD (f) of section 101 

14 of the Employee Retirement Income &curity.Act of 

15 1974 (29 U.S.C. 109.1 (f» is ~. 

16 (2) .EFFli:r.'TIVK nATE.-The amendment made 

17 by subaeotion (a) shall take deot aa if includacl in 

'18 the eu.c:tzulDt of the Act entitled ' • .A.,n kt to rcpoal 

19 the M~<:Ue lUld lI~tldd Cuvt:r~·D"t. Be..ul"J 

20 apprO'V@d October 2. 1996 (Pnb1ic JJS.W 104-226; 

21 110 Stat. S033), 
, 

22 (b) AM:INDMBNTS BBLArING TO P1J.BLIc LAw 10a~ 

23 66.

24 (1) IN GIINERAL·-(AJ Section 4801(e){')(A) or 
2S the Omr.Ub\l& B1.1dRet Beeonciliation Aet of 1999 
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'(Public law 103-66; 107 ~tat. 871) is amended by 

2 

1 

striking. usubsartion (b)(1)(D)" and iDserting ",u.b. 

3 aection (b){7)tB. 

4 (.8) SecUOEl 514(b)(1) of the EmployM Be~ 

S mAnt In~ome Secmity .A.et of 1974: (29 U,S.C. 

6 1144(b)(7») ia amended by striking "enforced by" 

7 aDd iAlertins' "theY apply to". 

8 (C) Section 609(a){2)(B)(ii) of ncb Acrt (29 

9 U.5.0. 118S(a)(Z)(B)(ll» ia amended by ~ 

10 uenforees" And in&!rtinr uis made pursuant to'·, 
" 

11 (2) CmLD DBFINED.--SeetioD 609(a)(2) of the 

12 Employee Retirement Income Security Act of, 1974 

13 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(2») is amended, by addinc at the 

14 end the following: 

"CD) Cm:Ln.-The tam 'child f includesl' 


16 any ohild adapted by, or. placed for adoption 


17 with, a participant of a poup health plan.". 


,18 (3) En'BCTIVB DATB.-Thc o.mond.m.ents made 

J9 by pa.J"8.IZ'8ph (1) shall be e.J:recLlvt Q j£ wt,;!&.LUc;U ill 

20 the eJW!U'.aent of seet10n 4:~')1(~){4)(AJ of tb.eOmni

21 . bas Budiet ~eonclliation Act of 1993. 
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MEMO 

TOf Erskine Bowles, Bruce Reed 
'From: 'Lauren Choi,' COUllSel on Judiciary Committee 
Sllbject~, Los Angeles County .. ChUd Support Enforcement System 

Requirement 
Date: May 4, 1998 

Senator Peinstein would lilm to arrange a phoqe appointment with you this week to 
,discuss the iSBueS outline in the attached letter. ' 

~S' 7s'd~~' 


C- L--', '-1t1 ~I!\" If 
~S"I~~' . 

~{Lv~', 



~DIANN'i3 I"tiIN$TEIN ~OI'lI'OA\!IGN RE~T1DNS 
. C~LIFQRIII~ COMMI'J'n!I! QN rtf!! JUIltCIARY 

COMM\TIliIl ON RUIJ!S AND I\flM!~lSmI\TION 

Wniteb.6tate!i {Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510·0504 

(202) 224-Ga41 

April 8. 1998. 

The Honorable William l'efferson Clinton 
The Whim Ho~e 

1600 Pennaylvania AvoJ\u.e, N.W. 

Washington, D.C., 20500 

Dear Mr. President 

I am writing to urge the Ad:mi.nistra.tion to support an e~emption for Los Angeles 
County from the penalties impo$ed on states for not having a ~ified chUd support 
enforcement system as required under the. 1988 Fanilly Support Act and the 1996 Welfare 
Refol'Dl. 

As you may know. both the House and the Senate have recently passed different 
versions of the Child Support Perfonnance and Inoentive Aot, HR 3130, whioh lowers the 
penalt;ies imposed on states who missed the October I. 1997 deadline. 

Neither bill provi4es exempti(lns for Lo~ Angelos County despite the fact that L.A. 
. County has successfully completed its system by the October 1997. deadline..In 1989, Health 

and Hl.Il'I1all Servioes prOVide4 ,eparate fUnding 'for L.A. County and urged L.A. County to 
create its own system separate from the rest of California because of its large,caseload, which 
is larger than 42 other ~tates. Health and Human Servioes haa also recently reoognized that 
L_A~ ·County's system could be certified separately in its March 2, 1998 proposed 1ll1es (42 
CPR; Part 307). .... . . . 

Both Representative Shaw arui Senator Roth's staff have indicated that their members 
will support B penalty exemption for L.A. County if the Administration demonstrates its 
support. Yow.action now is key to continuing the J...A QQuntv fadem! sUccess model. 

. For California, 25 peroent of the penalty will be borne by LA County, the largest 
COWlty in the nation serving 550,000 families.. . 

fflliSNO OF~ WI!! .t\1'I~1I1J!.11 OFPlolt SN4 CltfiGO Q1'1'10S' &1<1" FRANorllOO (
1130"0' 6!!I1I11T I 11m SHC'/II MIII'ftI:Ii a.."". 71iO "tao QTI\ti't 62fi MI'/lm' Smou 
6~TE244. . . 8\l1l'1I918 111m 'CpO Glm3870 
FAI-. CA ~721 L,as~ CA l1li025 8101! 0)t.aQ. CA IIIIO! 6~ ~.",.CI\. 
I'I"I..NTo ....tIIl~"'AfW\ 1:l10! 914-7lIOO 1411111!!lt..Q718 1416\ 611SoGBM 
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Mr. President. this is an wgent and time Bonsitive matter sinoe the Confereea will meet 
soon to detennine whether L.A. County will be e",empted from the pen.q.ities in the final bill. 
I urge you to s~pport this pro'Viaion in conference and I would appreciate your timely , 
response,' Please let me know as soon as possible. , . 

With wannest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours" . 

Dianne Feinstein 

'ted Slates~. • 
DFtid ; . • ~"".. 
co: Mayor Richard Riordan ~ Lk.. ,. 


Gil Garcetti. Los Angeles :ty District Attomey 

Members of the Los Ange County Board of Supervisors 

Members of the Los A e es City Council 
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DRAFT 
19 February 1998 

I,OS ANGELES COUNTY 

BackgroWld 

Tn March, )989. ACF signcd anMOU with the Stare of California and LA COWlty. ACF agreed to notifY 

the Slate of California that LA County "is eligible to esmblish its own automated system which may be 

separate from any other systems(s) whichmay be required in other cOWlties." The MOU says (1) that the 

parties \\/ill work together 10 develop and approve an APD and ta revise RFP and APD documents and (2) 


. that the State will request and ACF \\/ill consider a waivCT under section 1115 to provide 90% funding for 
tile development afLA's system.. 

In March. 1989, ,ACF issued a section 1115 waiver ~o the Slate of California to allow the State to received 

90% funding for developing an automated CSE system in Los Angeles County. '(Under thcregulatioIlS' 

issued in 1992, LA County would have been considered an "alternative system." FFP for development of ' 

alternative systems is not available under tho~ regulations.), The project period was from April t, 1989 to 

March 31, 1995. The projecT is now over. Funding was conditioned upon the County's meeting certain 

requirements, including collection increases. . 


In March, 1992. ACF approved an APD submitted by the State of CalHomia. Our approval inc1ucied a 

waiver for an altemntive system cOll.figurotion. This configuration involved linking the LA County 'ARS 

$ystem to CA's SACSS. In December 1997. ACF suspended this APD as CAhad abandoned thc project. 

approved in the APD. Currently, ACF is WAiting for a planning APD from CA. 


Rdi!;C Swtilll by LA Cy®ty 

LA County is 's~eking not to be included in the penalty that would b~ assessed against California Wlder the' 

bill introduced by Congressmen Shaw and Levin. We haven't seen legislative language, but understand that 

what LA County is after is a proportionate reduction in CA'5 penalty (retlecring the fact that 1.,1\ County ha:s 

"a system") and some protection against the State's passing the penalty along to LA County. . 


OCSE Posicion 

OCSE does not support LA County's request for the following re'asous: 

Meering the statutory requirement for a statewide system is II state responsibility. 'Therefore, the penalty b 

needs to be assessed against the State, not against parts of the State. How the penalty may be distributed 'P\:~. 

within a State is a matter bestdee,ided by the State's political process, Dot Federal prescription. ·y' 


. , ~.~ ~ . t-"'. ~ , <::F 
LA COWlty's system, while having a high leveloffurictionality, does not meetFSAct requirements for a ~. Ct.1' .~' . 

Statewide system. By deftnition, anly 11 Statewide system can do that. This is more than a semantic . e~ ...i.';:p; 
distinction, Not having LA County as parr ofa California system disadvantages not just other CA countj s. ~:;-:}P-Ir=? 
but other Slates as well. For example, LA ,County does not have linl.:ages to a variety of data bases and .., lfII" . -§(. 
interstate cases - or, where :;uch linkages have been built, they duplicate the linkages that the state is !i)..'. ~~ 
required to build. , . :)-~<"" ~ 

-:1 .' c.~0 
Distinguishing LA County because it received II Vl'3iver under section 1115 is very weak. A number of y,

other counties in CA, as well ~ counties in or.her States which missed the deadline, could also c1aimthe 

same. or nearly the same,functionalily as LA County: We're very concerned that the relatively simple and C"'~ 

certain penalty process in the W &M bill could rapidly become something that would be very difficul~ to 

administer anp uncertain in outcome. 




..""\\. ...1 I.....JU 1 ~L U~U ' 
:'1:..\ I tH: ..l,.CKV:,r: . .l,.LC DLUIJ. 

, We haven't seen a lot of support for LA County's proposaJ. There's some level ofresenlment, at least 
among State tV·D directors and staIe system staff, regarding the special treatmeni LA Co~ty has received, 
i.e.. , its 1115 waiver and special creaOnent Wlder the $400M allocation. .. 
LA County will argue that they'd be unfairly penalized. We're, of course, not penali2.ing LA County; We're 
'penalizing the State ofCalifomia. 

LA wi 1\ also argue that they did what they were supposed to do WIder the 1115 project, i.c., they buill a 
system. (Whether they met all the requirements of the 1115 project is open to question.) That's true, but 
largely irrelvant to the ~ituarion the State's in. The S{8tc committed [0 building an alternative system 
configuration and failed to do that; therefore, the State is subject to a penalty. 

LA is alsu much bctter oft~WIder the W &M bill, even if the State did pass a share of the penalty along to LA 
County, [han they would be under current law. i.e., with all IV -D funding cut off. 
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To: 	 Norman L Thompson@OCSE.OASP@ACF.WDC 
Robin Rushton®OCSE.OASP.SS@ACF.WDC 
Paul Legler®OCSE.OD®ACF.wDC 
David G Ross@OCSE.OD@ACF.WOC 
Robert Keith®OGC.CFA@OS.DC 

,~c ; Gaile R Maller@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC 
Bec: 

Elizabeth C Matheson@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC 
LA County 1115 waiver, 
Thursday, February 19, 1998' 17:08:22 EST 

Att.ach: 
Certify: N >, ' 

Pr i or ixy; Normal 
Del'er unt.il· 
c-~xp i -,,'28 : 
;:'o:'wa rded by: 

Gaile and I went back over our files on the LA county waiver 'and have a 
couple of. addit:ions to Norm's memo. 	 \ 

::.. In J:anuary 1994 ,CA requested an extension of the waiver I I. believe 
because they were ~fraid they'd miss the targets because of the delay in AFDC 
3ys~em being operational (something the targets had assumed). At t.hattime, 

'my notes indicate that we decided not to grant an extension and to wait to 
sec if ~hey actually missed any t.argets. 

~:. J. (19.(ee the agreement seems to terminate in 1995 and nothing was done to 
(~xr:cnd it so I'm not sure why that's not the simple answer. There have beE:ln 
lDl:~ of conversat:ions wit:h the STate and LA county but little agreed to in 
'NL';'ting since the original letter from Wayne to CA in 1989. 

~. Neither Gaile nor I had ever seen the MOU between Wayne and LA county that 
·LA county gave Feinstein. It does have. one paragraph in' it:·at the bottom of 
page 2 that I wonder about. 

4_ I'm not 8Ure how important missed collection targets are to the issue at 
hand but: We calculated that LA county owed us about $3DOO for having missed 
r,h.;;: FY94 collection target (repayment of the difference between 90%' and 66%-) • 

vJayne D09S agreed to submit an adjusted county claim for this amount. He 
wanr.ed to avoid a letter from us because ,of ,fears about bad publicity. 

For FY95, they missed the target :by $19 million, anp. would owe us about $4.5 
mil} 1.on_ I don't knOW if they ever submit:t:ed their last collection report. 
C;,;;;.i 1e has some sp:ceadsheets on this but: there might be more in the official 
fi .1 e ,wherever it· is_ 

mailto:Matheson@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC
mailto:Maller@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC
mailto:Keith�OGC.CFA@OS.DC
mailto:Ross@OCSE.OD@ACF.WOC
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mailto:Thompson@OCSE.OASP@ACF.WDC
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Fat:l.il y SUP;!)O=-:' ~d.miM1s,:ra':.icm (FSA). oe;u:~,::-..:m.n..:. or Hea.l-=.nilnd. l!..:mA:\ 

Servic:es, Ira Reiner, Lcs nnqales =Qun~y Cist:-ic-: ,'At,::'or:,\QY. 

Richard 5. Dixon. Los Angelas County Chief Adm~nistr~tivQ O!!ic~~. 

ami :;)enn1s Sayle, Oep\J't:y' D1rec-:.or ,S":.a'!:8 cape.rc::nAnt: o~ Socia! 
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Copyrighl 1998Times Mirror Company 
LosAngefes Times February 19. 1998. Thursday 

., 
, CALIFORNIA AND THE WEST; REDU~ED PENALTIES FOR MISSING cmLD SU;PPORT'DEADLINEURGED;: 

WELFARE: FEINSTEIN'S LEGISLATION, TARGETS U:S. PLAN TO FORCE STATES'10INSTALL AUTOMATED 
SYSTEM.. IT FACES UPHILL BATILE, SH~ ADMITS. ' 

BY. CA.RLA RIVERA, TIMES STAFF WRITER 

'Moving to avert potentially crippling cuts to child'welfane programs in California,. Sen. Dianne Feinstein on Wo:lnesday proposed 
Iegjslauon that would scale bactpenalties for states that miss the federal deadline for installing ,automated child support 'enforcement 

· ~},stcri1.S.' , '., ",' " 

Child'support advocateS. however, immediately anacked the Feinstein proposal as counterproductive;settlng up a likely clash ill 
'Congress between po\verfUl entities that have been frequent allies in the past but have been unable ,to craft a common agenda 011 the 
, issue of child support enforcement. . 

Fe!fule.in (D-Calif.) acknowledged the frierion, S3)'lng that her p~oposed measures fa~e anriphilibattIe and:llavenot won tIle 
support of the Clinton adminiStmtii:)ll_ 

U~der the 1996 f~eraLweIfare reform law_ California co'~d fice the l~ this year.of$ 4. billion in.welfare funding and an 
additional $ 300 million in chiJd support admlnisttatiye funding for failing to centralize its p~tchwork system ofcounty-run 
en.forq:mJem programs: .. " . 

• ThE: Feiful.ein legislation would allOw states. to. come up \.\~th a new rimetable to meet requin:;ments and reduce pcnaIties as states 
reach their goals. Inaddition, states would ha\;e more flexibility. to create a1tern.atives to a ceritral~z~statey.ide system_ . 

"This legislation would notrescind th'e requirement for states to dev~lop child Support enforceroentsystems, nor would it remove 
..1 . penal ties for noncompliance. What it \\'Quld do. is pro~ide the flexibility needed for large stalesl*~ Califomia to get the job done 

· withoU{crippling the state's ability to provide servicesio'families in need," said Feinstein, ~ngat a Los Angeles news 
conference. . .. . ' . 

, StriCl enforcement of child support is a key goal ofthe welfare .overhaul. which requires parents to cooperate with government in . 
· obtailililg child support payments that couldless.en depcngence on govemmentgrants_.Califomia opera~ one.ofthe nation's least 
effective programs.. collecting $Ilppon for 14% ofall families that seek help in obtaining Support. . . , 

,'I .,' , • ' 

'. .' ,.".-, ,.".' ..... , ,', - ' - . .,' . , . , - - .' .'. 
Feinstein \vas joinedatth~fnews conference by Eloise Anderson. director of the State Department of Social Services, Los Angeles ,. 

County Dist. Any., birlj~rcetti aiid' half a dozen other district allomeys from across ,the state ""ho argued, that federal sanctions could 
ha\ie a de\-astating impaCt on the. very children tllat the neW, totlgher child support enforcement laws were. intended to belp_ . 

More th..io.. 2.6 million fumili~ on welfare.. includi~g 1.7 millioli children, could lose support services iffedeiSI sanctions were 
imposed.. Feinst~in said: L:os Angeles CountY_ which has about 40% of California's child support and v.relfare ~oad;would be 

.. disproportionately penall~ although il has its ~\Vll federally approved computer system. Garcetti said.' . 

Part of Feinste~'slegislationwould exempt a portion ofthe penalty for counties.. like Los Angeles. lhat ~ebuiIttheir own 
systems.. ~. . ' 

. .' . 

:'U1derson complained that fede1(ll officials have tried to foist on me State.antiquated t~hnOlogy and,unrealistic SULI;t<tlrdS. 

Pleci~e contact lorry McSw9,n jf youwould like to receive the WR Doily Report bye-mail or jf you have questions about . 
orHcles found iii this publication. (\mcswain@octdhhs.goy (e-mail) or 202--401-1 230(yoit:;el1. 

mailto:mcswain@octdhhs.goy
http:couldless.en
http:Fe!fule.in
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.; , The'stat\!: in recen~ yeats has spent $ 100'million in,an unSuccesstw attempt to build a centralized computer system thaI would ' 
meet fegeral requiremems but has abandoned the project, concluding that iiwould be too costly to cOrn:ctproblems. .. . \ ,'. , 

",+; 

, Anderson warned of widespread cuts in child suPPOI1,staffi~gsLal~w:ide ifU.S:sarictions ,take effect. 

" "It would be Ii nuclear bomb to children," ~hesaid. 

However, many ex-pensfault California and other states for allm.ving child sUpport programs to deteriorate ana argueihat those 
authorities should now be held accountable. California's child support programs are operated by county district attorneys.in a ' 
decentralized system tha( hampers collection and monitoring of support payments; they say. ' ' 

, r~ . " . ' 

'While I understand the effort to,lI)' to reduce penalties on the stat~, at some point the real question should be what is themos( 
efrcctive wayto g~ the state to operate suppon progrn.n:is effectively~· said Leora Gershenzon. dire£ting attorney for the Child 
Support Project of the Natiorial Center for Youth L.'lW. 

Under the Fcinsrein proposal, Califorrua'~pcnalty would be reduC'ed to $ 3 million'in child suPPOrt. admi.nistrative funding in the 
first year,. The Penal!)' would increase to $ 6 mi1!ion,in the second year. $ 9 million in The third year, $ 12 million in the fourth year 
and $ 15 million in the fifth year and'thereafter,.· , 

~ .~.' 

" States woUld be reimbu~ for 75% of penalties that they have paid iftheyl1at~~ meet their goals for collecting child support: 
" . " . \ ' ' , " 

Th~ Feinstein legislatio~ would be rhe second bilI introduced in Congress aimed at,relaxing the child support proviSions. A similar 
bill by Rep. Clay Shaw (R~Fla.) would re4ue:erbe.California penalty to about $" i2 million for, the first year. The new measure was . 
adopted ",'irhout dissent by the Ho~ Ways and Means subcommittee. and awaits a hearing by'the.fWI committee. Many child 
support advocates say that, Ifthe. ~nguage in Shaw's bill iSS1.dIi~ientIy tightened. they coUlt;!. supponit. 

GRAl'ffiC: PHOTO-: Sen, Dianne Feinstein, San Diego County D.A. Paul Pfingst: left, 'aIld L.A. County D.A. Gil Garceni. right, 
chat aftcrne\VS conference on child support. PHOTOGR~HER: ROBERT GAUTHIER I Los Angeles Times 

',' '. " , 

.Copyright 1998 Globe N~spaper,Company 
The Boston,Globe Febroary J.9.,J998. Thursday, 

City forum on blacks accentuates the negati\'e 

BY. By.Charles A. Radin, Globe Sr.aff 

A group of Boston ci\il~nght.s leaders who gatnered laSt night at me historic African Meeting House on B~conRiB to celebrate 
Black HistorY Monthporuayed. the city's blaCk community as wi::ak~ disrespected... and S1.dfering from its failure to tend to its own 
children,·,':'·,· 

, . The meeting. hosied by me Museum ~fAAo American History and sponsored by Citizens Bank, was intended. by bank chairman 
Lawrence K..Fish -(0 focus on what is working, instead of a1l the negatives." 

But from rhe ,outset, mo~Speakers focused on what they said were race-:based politics in city government and on policies in 
banking and business T.ha.tiheychaIged keep the black ,community down. ' '" 

After· ~ h~U~', Harvard l~~ profeSsorCharles J. Ogletree Jr,. tile moderator. asked Fish·for his r~on.~ 

. ''I'm afraid of what I'm going to say." repli~ the: bailker~ who is involved in numerous comm~ni~y-serviCe etrorts...i'ani. ' ' . 
tremendously depressed. We started off to have a conversa~()n~bollt what had been accomplished and what could be accomplished . 

. . in ~e: future, We spent most of the last hour talking about how little we,got done and now awful, everything is.· 
. . . .: 

. , 

Please contact larry McSwain if you would like to receive the WR Daily Report bye-mail or if you have questions about 
articles fou~d in this publication. (lmcswoin@a~f.dhh~.gov (e-rr'lOill or 202-40 1-1230{voic~H: " ,. ' 

' .. 
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Net-z~~~'~FDate: April 24, 1998 

To: 	 Diana Fortuna 
Office of l!amestic PaHey, The White House 

Fax #: (202) 456-7431 L).,O,>-- 'tf '> (V/O-z... -t 

Phone: 

Subject: 

l1 
Pages: .. (including cover sheet) 

Comments: 	 Enclosed you will find a number of documents that I believe are helpful in 
advancing our position that Los Angeles County should be exempted from any 
child support automation penalties. 

Enclosed you will fmd two Los Angeles Times Editorials that spoke to this 
issue; a letter from Senator Feinstein to the president on this matter; a list of 
specific points indicating the unique nature of Los Angeles County's exemption 
and finally the remarks of Los Angeles County District Attorney Gil Garcetti 
on this ma.tter. 

. I truly appreciate your time on this matter. As you can tell, this issue is of 
grave concern to this office and the well being of children throughout 

. California. 

LAWRENCE S. SILVERMAN 
Legislative and Policy Coordinator 

Los Angeles County District Attomey 
Bureau of Family Support Operations 

5770 South Eastern Avenue 
Commerce, California 90040-2924 

(213) 889-3410 
" FAX (213) 838-9545 

POR (800) 467-3700 PIN 6047263 
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DIANNE FEINSTEIN 
~~l ~ .... COJoIMlTT£E ON ~t;1GN Ael.Al'lOH$ 

CALIFORNIA COMMITTEE ON THe JI./OIClAAY 
:'7::'". COMNlne:e: ON I'\Ut.E$ ANI) AOMINI$tI'!A'I'1ON·~m···~'~i.' 

>::<" ,. • " 
"'~:iit:!:r 

~niteb ~tat"e~ ~enate 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-0504 

(202) 224·3841 

. April 8, 1998 

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. N.W. 
Washington, D.C., 20500 

Dear Mr. President 

I am writing to urge the Administration to support an exemption for Los Angeles 
. County from the penalties imposed on states for not having a certified child support 
enforcement system as required under the 1988 FamilySupport Act and the 1996 Welfare 
Reform. 

As you may know, both the House and the Senate have recently passed different 
versions of the Child Support Perfonnance and Incentive Act, HR 3 I 30. which lowers the 
penalties imposed on' states who' missed the October I, 1997 deadline. 

Neither bill provides exemptions for Los Angeles County despite the fact that L.A. 
County has successfully completed its system by the October 1997 deadline. In 1989. Health 
and Human Services provided separate funding for L.A. County and urged L.A. County to 
create its own system separate from the ·rest of California because of its large caseload, which 
is larger than 42 other states. Health and Human Services has also recently recognized thaj
L.A. County's system couId be certified separately in its March 2, 1998.proposed rules (42 

CFR Part 307). . ' ..' 


Both Representative Shaw and Senator Rothls staff have indicated that their members 

will support a penalty exemption for L.A. County if the Administration demonstrates its 

support. Your action now is key to continuing the LA County fe~eral success model. . 


For California. 25 percent of the penalty will be borne by LA County, the largest 

county in the nation'serving 550,000 families. 


lOS ANGELES OFFICE SAN fRANCISCO Of no 
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Mr. President, this is an urgent and time sensitive matter since the Conferees will meet 
soon to determine whether L.A. County will be exempted from the penalties m the final bill. 
I urge you to support this provision in conference and I would appreciate your timely 
response. Please let me know as soon as possible. 

With wannest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dianne Feinstein 

ited States~ • 

DF:jd • --- 
cc: Mayor Richatd Riordan ' .......( L~""IIWII.---. 

Gil Garcetti, Los Angeles Co ty District Attorney 

Members of the Los Ange County Board of Supervisors 

Members of the Los A eles City Council' , 
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The Poor Would Pay This' Penalty 

.The politicians in Washington ha'Ve a darned 

odd if not heartless way of helping people in 
dire need. The president and the Congress sup
posedly· have a goal of assisting ,ciJstodial par:
ents in collecting child support payments. Now, 
penalties loom for CaliIomia and the 15 other 
states' and territories tilal have been' imable to 
(:Qn$truct sta~wide' c~ild support computer 
ttacldng sys~, as required by federal law; 

Here's the travesty. The states ·that failed 
. now face the loss qf: temporary aid to needy 
fam.Uies. In California, that amounts to $3.7 bil
lion in block. grants. Whlt lunacy. This policy 
would cause endless pain to poor mothers and 
their children. 

M.oreover, Los Angeles County, which was 
allowed to create its own computer tracking 
system and has s\lccessfully done so. figures to 

be penalized along with the rest· of California, 
according to a staffer of the House human 
resourc~$ $UbColtllllittee. A hearing on the 
matter is &clleduled for tod~y. . 

'''They''Ve had years to do this," the staffer. 
iD.sisted. Yes"but the federal government was 
three years late in,promulga~g guidelines on 
how oomp~ter tracld.ng. systems ought to work. 
What penalties did the govemment fate for 
that? . 

Now. Rep. E. Clay Shaw Jr. (R-Fla.), Who 
ehai.ts the human resources subcommittee, has 
the opportunity and the apparent inclination to 
collle up With reduced. sanction:s. That's the 
right thing to do. Los Angeles County shoul.9, be 
'praised. not penalized, for its eHort.s. 'Congress 
has a lot. tolearn abOut humanity if thatdoes not 
happen. . 

http:tracld.ng
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LOS ANGELES TIMES EDITORIALS' 


And the Kids Pay the Price' 

u.s. and state bungling on child support payments. ,I}as abounded 
For nine years now, bunglers in Sacramento promulgating guidelines, Their absurd sugges

and Washington have collectively jeOpardized tiOD to California was to emulate New Halnp
.the well-being of inillions of poor California shire's statewide syStem, New Hampshire has 
children who are owed ch.i1d support payments. fewer resi~ents than the San Fernando Valley 
Those children and their custodial parents fig- and·fewer tban45,OOO support cases. California 
ureta lose b.ig because of $4 billion in outland-.· has nearly 2.4 million cases. , 
ish federal penalties. Part of the irony is that federal offidals ree· 

M of Dec. 31, the state will be officially out 01 ognized that Los Angeles County's child sup-
compliance with a federal mandate to comput- port easeload was so huge it deserved to have its 
er~e child support data. Washington haS own computer .system, separate from the test of 
threatened to withdraw $240 million ear- the state: That has resulted in a 5Ystem.· that 
marked for the computer project itself. But far wQrks well for Los Angeles. The state, because 
more harmful, a .block grant of $3.1 billion for .' 'of its own enormous C<i.seload, should have been 
temporary aid to needy familles, such as moth· given. ~e special oonsideration as well. along . 
era and children without child support, may be with more time to'get a system in place..,. . 
lost becauSe of the state's inability to develop a Keanwhile', state:9fficiabrdoggedly pursued a 
statewide, automated child support tracking cofuPllter systeDlol't;iesigned by Lockheed •. 
system. . J4artin~U{S ..thatsimply did riot ;'~eet 

This is ~e unanticipated result of the fede.-al California's 'needs..State officials c:Iidn:'t drOp the . 
FamUy Support Act of 1988, a law that was projeet until this month;-a·year or ~e hiter 
meant to help children, not penalize them. , than theyshouldhave. . . '. ~,.' 
Now, congressional action is needed to pre-' ·California has rightly, if be1;ateqly, decided to· ' 
serve benefits for these youngsters. '. 'work OD another COmputer6~ Perhaps as . 

There's p~enty of blame to spread around. .many as two or three. regj,onal eon:g,qter.'B.Y.Ii-··: 
Early on, th~ Californians in Congress should teals will be N!quired to.·handle ·the caseload' 
have pointed' :O\ltthat the state would Deed NoW, co~essioDar.,actioD· is reqw.ect:·tQ·~ve ~~" 
much more time, but they didn't. The ammuni- Califorma and as ttiany as 16 otbefstates more":; 
tion clearly 'was at hand: California has more time and/or to rEiduce the scope of the federal ". 
child support cases than the next two most penalties faced by, ~ch. Both are ~~d" 
populous states combined.' Children should not be punishedfor th~ inepti~ 

Federal' officials were three years late in tude of so many of their elders. " 

. '.' . .:..:.,' .' '~ ;., . 

http:eon:g,qter.'B.Y.Ii


P.6 4-27-1998 9:48AM FROM 

WHY LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHOULD BE GRAN'I'ED AN EXEMPTION FROM 
ANY CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM' PENALTY IMPOSED AGAINST CALIFORNIA 

• 	 Los Angeles County is the only local jurlsdictioO. in the coun1Iy,not a state or 
territory, that was required by the fedem1 Department of Health and Hul1J3D. 
Services to develop its own child support automation system. 

• 	 Los Angeles County was the only jurisdiction in the country, not a state or 
territory to receive enhanced federal funds. In exchange for federal funding, 
the county was required to double child support collections in five years to 
help offset the federal cost, which it did. 

. 	 ' 

• 	 LOs Angeles County .fully implemented its system OD February S, 1995 prior 
to the original October 1. 1995 federal deadline. ' 

• 	 Los Angeles County was required to submit separate Advance Planning 
Documents and separate accounting documentation than those required for the 
st.ate project. 

• 	 Los Angeles County has, accomplished everything that the federal government 
required of it including building a link to the now failed California State 
System. 

• 	 Los Angeles is the only jurisdiction, not a state or territory recognized to 
receive federal (unding to make automation modifications necessary to ' 
accommodate the requirements of WeJf3re Reform. 

• 	 While four other federal waivers were granted, all were at the request Of-,'J 
states~ none was required by the federal government and none was granted 
separate funding. ' 

Jed 

• 
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REMARKS BY LOS ANGELES DISTRICT ATTORNEY GIL GARCETTI 

REGARDING CHILD SUPPORT AUTOMATION PENALTIES 


Experts suggest that a society can be judged by the way it treats its children. The 
importanCe we place on meeting such basic needs as economic security, quality education, 
health care and childcare is a valid measure of our commitment not only to our 'children but 
also to our future as a nation. 

Measured against this standard, the United States is in danger of being judged harshly . 
. Unless Congress acts to make dramatic changes to current law, millions of single parent 
families will soon lose grasp of one of the sole remaining strings in the safety net left to 
them in the wake of welfare reform. Because of failed efforts by many states, including 
California, to build child support computer systems, more than half of all children in the 
United States could find their access to child support services eliminated or drastically 
reduced at the very time they are needed most. 

Sadly, child support enforcement is one of the crucial services modern government provides 
it youngest and neediest citizens. With alarming frequency, children have become the 
innocent victims of one or another of the growing social dysfunctions of modem day .. 
adulthood--broken marriages and soaring out of wedlock birth rates. Children raised in these 
situations are far more likely to drop out of school, to become participants in our juvenile 
justice system and, ultimately, to be charged in our criminal justice system. The risk of 
these unwanted outcomes is magnified when children do not receive financial support from 
an absent parent. 

While child support cannot take the place of a caring parent, the regular receipt of child 
support can play an important role in helping children to reach their full potential. The 
failure of parents to provide emotional support for their children is deplorable; the failure to 
provide financial support is unlawful. . 

.	In California, the ultimate responsibility for enforcing support obligations belongs to district 
attorneys. With the advent of welfare reform and strict limits on the receipt of benefits, the 
role of district attorneys in enforcing child support orders will be more crucial than ever in 
helping families move from dependency to selF sufficiency . 

Ironjcally. the ability of district attorneys to provide support enforcement services is 
imperiled at the very time that many families will need the help most. The t.hreat comes in 
the form of enormous financial penalties that the federal government is poised to levy against 
California. Why? Because the state failed to meet federal deadlines for developing a child 
support automation system that would link the effort~ of district attorneys throughout 
California. 

Actually, the federal government approved two computer developments for California: the 
first to serve Los Angeles County, whose program is larger than 42 states, and the second to 
serve the other 57 counties. In Los Angeles County, the District Attorneys office succeeded 
in bringing its child support system on-line in February 1995. It has been operating with 
increasing success ever since. 
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Unfortunately, the state of California failed to meet the federal government's October 1, 
1997 deadline for completing its system development. As a result, under federal law, the 
state now faces a penalty in the form of a loss of all federal welfare funds (called TANF for 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) as well as all federal child support funding. This 
amounts to a $4 billion annual penalty. Make no mistake: This is a penaJty against the 
children of Califoroja. The loss of services will hit them directly and severely. 

Paradoxically, even though Los Angeles County met the federal deadline and fulfilled all the 
requirements plaCed on its automation development by the federal government, children and 
families here will be forced to share in the penalty along with their counterparts in the rest. of 
the state. 

California is riot alone in this predicament. Altogether, fourteen states, the District of 
Columbia and the Virgin I~lands failed to meet the October, 1997, federal deadline. Added 
together, the combined child support caseloads of these states represent more than half of all 
child support cases in the country. As a recent report by the General Accounting Office 
suggests, the blame for the current predicament does not belong to states alone. The federal 
department of Health and Human Services and private vendors must share responsibility, as 
well. Still with the future of so many children at risk, the focus must be shifted from fixing 
blame. to ensuring that states achieve automation as soon as possible while at the same time 
fostering the delivery of essential benefits and services. It does no good to penalize states if 
the true consequences are exacted from families. 

Congress must take immediate action to replace the current "nuclea.r"penalty with a new 
approach designed to encourage states to complete automation projects as soon as possible .. 
In our view, a. system of targeted penalties which escalate over time but which is limited to a 
portion of a state's child support funding makes the most sense. In addition, states that meet 
defined milestones toward completion of their automation development should be accorded 
substantial forgiveness of the penalty for each year they make satisfactory progress. 
Importantly, Congress must recognize the success achieved by the Los Angeles County 
District Attorney office in completing its automation effort on time and within budget. To 
do so, Congress should exclude Los Angeles County's federal funding when calculating 
prospective penalties against California. If the purpose of penalties is to ensure future 
compliance with fooeral requirements, there is no rationale purpose to be achieved by levying 
.penalties against an agency which did all that was asked of it. 

While automation setbacks in California and elsewhere are regrettable, it makes no sense to 
respond by slashing services to children in need. Rather than looking for ways to mete Ollt 
punishment. federal, state and local officials must cooperate to identify more resources with 
which to fight the Scourge of child poverty. If we don't, we will deserve whatever judgment 
history gives us. 
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To pio'vide for an alternatrw pemdty procedure rot" States that fail to meet 

Federal child support data processing requirements. 


IN THE SENATE OF THE U~TrED STATES 


.:MARcH 19, 1998 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN introduced the following bill; which was read twice and 

referred to the Committee on Finance 


A BILL 
To provide for an alternative penalty procedure for States 

that fail to meet Federal child $1lpport data processing 
requirements. 

1 Be it enacted by th£ Senate and H01J,88 ofRepresenta-

2 ti1Je3 of tke .United States ofAmerica in Congress assembkd, 

3 SECrlON 1•. ALTERNA'ftVE PEJ!tlAt.'IY PR.OCEDUBB POR 

4 CB:tLD .SUPPORT DATA PROOBSSING :a£.. 


5 QtJJB.BMEN'I"S. 


6 (a) IN GENlUl.AL!-Seetion455(a) of the Social Stxm
,. 	

7 rlty Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a» is amended by adding at the 

8 end the following: 

9 H(4)(A} 1£
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1 H(i) the Seeretary determines that a State plan 

2 . under· section • 454 would (in the absence of this 

3 paragraph) he disapproved for ·the failure of the 

4 State to comply with .section 454(24)(A), and that 

the State has made· and ~ continuing to make a 

6 good faith effort to so comply; and 

. 7 "(li) the State has 8tibmitted to .the Seeretary 

8 a corrective compliance plan that deser.ibes how, by 

9 when, and at what cost .the State will achieve such . 

compliance, wbich·has been approved by the Sec· 

11 :retary, 

12 then theSec.retary shall not disapprove the State plan 

13 under section 454, 'and the Secretary shall reduce the 

14 Q.lllount otherwise payable to the State wlder paragraph. 

(l)(A) of this subsection for the fiscal year by the penalty 

16· amount. 

17 "'(B) In this paragraph: 

18 H(i) The term 'penalty amount7 means, with re-

i 9 spect to a failure of a State ·to comply with section 

... . 454(24)

.21 "(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the 

. 22 Case of the 1st fiscal year in which such a fail

23 nre by the State 00ClU'S; 


24 
 "~ell) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the 

ease of the 2nd such fiseal year; 
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1 
 "(m) 16 pereent of the penalty base, in 

2 the ease o~ the 3rd such fiscal year; or 

3 "(IV) 20 percent of the penalty base, in 

4 the case of the 4th or any subsequent such fis

5 cal year. 

6 "(ii) The term 'penalty base' mea.ns,with re

7 speet to a failure of a State to comply -with section 

454(24) during a fiscal year, the amount otherwise 

payable to the State under paragraph (1) (A) of this 

subsection for the preceding fiscal year, minus the 

applicable sha.re .of such amount which would other

.12 wise be· payable to .any county.to which the Secretary 

13 granted a waiver under the Family Support Act of 

14 1988 (Public Law 100-485; 102 Stat. 2343) for 90 

15 percent enhanced Federal funding to develop an 

16 automated data processing and inf'ormation retrieval 

17 system provided that such system was implemented 

18 prior to octOber 1, 1997. 
--.-.-~-- .. 

19 "(CHi) The Secreta:ry shall waive a penalty under 

20 this paragraph for any failure of a State to comply with 
~ 

21 section 454(24)(A) during fiscal year 1998 m- . 
22 "(1) by December 31, 1997, the State hsssnb

23 mitted to the Secretary a request that the Secret8l'y 

. ~ 24 . certify the State as having met the requirements of 

25 such section; 
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Fed~ Register/VoL 63, No. 40/MoD<UY. March 2. 1998/Propcsed Rules· 
• " rr 1 .. $ • 

• 

". 

Conditiot1$ TbQt Mu.st Be Meelor80 
}Jercent Federal Fittandal Par:ticipotioR (

Pub. 1- 104-193 provides eahaQcec! . 
fwids to complete development of chUd. . 
support enfof':ement,systems which ' 
meet the requirements otboth the 
Family Support Act anel PRWORA.: .. 
From thi~ we . .;oaclu~ that 110 chaD.gti 

. in the conditions for teC8ipt of funds 
: was anticipatf:d by CODgt'8$S. Thus. we . 

propose to re~ln in 4S c::FR '307.31 the .. : 
same fond.i.tlons (or receipt funds: at ao 
percent FF.P which appear at S307.30 . 

· (al. (b). (c)•. and (d)an.d apply to claims I 

lor FFP 8t tho 90 percent rate. I 


· . Throughout thrs notice orpropO$td I 

rularnaking we use ,·State

w
• as tlle I 

inclusive tenn fo~ Stat_.. Territories and 
approved. systems as described 1D 42 . ... , 

· U.S.c. 6SS(a](3}(B}(iii) (cectiOZl . 
4SS(a)(3)(B)(iii) of the Act) as added tD 
the Act by sectian S,sSS of dI • .Balanced. . 

. Budget Act of 1997 (Pub. L. 10$-33). . 
The technical unendmODts to section • 

· 455(a)(3)(B) of the Act ~ th. 
entities inc:ludad in. the alloeatloQ 
formula by adding "system" to'Scatas. 
mCi Tenitones. For purposes oftbis 
proposed rule .. a 'systam oligible tor .' 
enhanced funding is a SY'Sr.em':E:roved 
by the S.:rttary tD reeaive Nri. • S a~ 

tho 90 percen.t rate for the p~ of I 

de"loping a system that meecs the .! 

requirements of sed.ioD. 454(16) ot the I 

Act (42 UwS.c. 8S<4(18)) (as i= effect OU 

~d ~.ftor September 30. 1995) aQG 

sacno114S4A o(the Act (42 USc, 

6S4A). iad"diJlI II systern that rtaiYed 

'~~:g~~~~l~~!OA~ ~ ... ~.:-.; .. '. '..... -~ .. -,_..,.. 

(42 U.5..C. i31S(a)). We belieY'S wt Us. 

~O$ Anples County child Sup~ 

eDIorarnent sysee;m is the onlx nan

State system which meets these _ 

r!9.~ments. _ 
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COMPARISON OF FIRST NINE MONI'HS PERFORMANCE 

FOR PAST THREE YEARS 


OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT AITORNEY 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


BUREAu OF FAMILY SUPPORT OPERTATIONS 


SUPPORT ORDER COLLECTIONS 
JULY... MARCH 

1995-96 128,878,263 
1996-97 136,615.343 
1997..98 173,420,138 

(26.9% increase over previous year same period) 

COURT ORDERS ESTABLISHED 

1995-96 18,271 
1996";97 20,790 
1997-98 38,539 

(85.4% increase over previous year same period) 

. PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED 

1995-96 26,128 
1996-97 28A23 
1997-98 . 54.768 

(92.701o increase over previous year same period) 

EARNINGS ASSIGNMENT COLLECTIONS 
1995-96 54,798,504 
1996-97 66,933,017 
1997-98 86,334.606 

(29.0010 increase over previoU$ year same period) 


